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PREFATORY NOTE. 


Twenty-five vears ago, when I started work on ‘Indian Thought’, in 
collaboration with the late Dr. George Thibaut, it was our ambition that we 
should between ourselves, complete the translation of the ‘ Bhasyas’ of all the 
six Darshanas,—with the exception of course of the Bhasya on the Saikhya- 
Sutras which had already been done long before we came to the field. It is 


therefore a happy day for me,—my esteemed colleague is not here. 


with me to share the happiness,—when I am able to-see the fulfilment of 


that ambition. The Bhdsya on the Vedenta-Sitras (Shankara and Ramanuja) — 


has been translated by Dr. Thibaut (published in the Sacred Books of the 
East Series) ; the Bhasya on the Vaishésika-Sutras—along with the Kandali— 
has been translated by me (published in the ` Pandit’, Benares) ; the Bhasva 
on the Nydya-Sttras—along with the Vdrtika,—was translated by me (pub- 
lished in the ‘Indian Thought’); the Bhasva on the Yoga-Sutras was 
translated by me (published under the * Theosophical Publication Fund, 
Bombay); and now the Bhdsya on the Mimamsd-Sutras, translated by 


myself is being sent out to the world, in its First Volume. The earler | 


numbers of ‘Indian Thought’ contained a very small part of the translation. 
of Shabara-Bhisya from the pen of Dr, Thibaut, but the attempt did not 


proceed any farther, on account of his having been transferred to the Caleutta hag ree 


University, where he did not find time to continue his literary labours. 


Tt is a matter of satisfaction to me that this work of mine (perhaps the last : E 
-in my present life) has been able to secure a place in the ` Gaekwad’s Oriental 


Series’. It is a well- known fact that much important work has been, and 


is being, done at Baroda; and it is difficult nowadays to find a publisher 


for a work that has the misfortune of appertaining to a field of scholarship 
which, never ‘ popular’, is becoming increasingly > unpopular’ under the stress, 
of the pressing conditions of modern times. The encouragement therefore 
that an Oriental Scholar receives at the hands of H.H, the Gaekwad becomes 
all the more appreciated. One hopes that the work offered here to the 
world of scholarship will he received with due indulgence, on account of 
the fact that. Shabara-Bhigya has been regarded as one of the most difficult: 
‘ Bhagyas ’ by. reason of its archaic language and eryptic style. The fact 


Of its having heen mobided: in. the“ Gaek wad! s ‘Series? ae encouragement 


to that hope. 


The other two voltinies: are. in Press i ‘and: from: the efficient manner in. 
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is domg the. w ork, thev may he expected 


"and pilie 
more or jess ence matte sill go avith 


the last a oles 


ie ie 


ng spirit a n y s Kterd 
, of the Gaekwad’s 


acest to an 202 ct U SR ETSI ETE 


one 


ae Bal wi i 7 - 
ry life" Jan | 


a 


ioe 


vi a es | . PREFATORY NOTE. 
Series for finding room for the work in the Series ;—and lastly, but most 
of all, to H.H. the Maharaja Gaekwad himself for the encouragement that 
is extended to the world of scholarship through the work that is being done 
under the Oriental Institute. 

I am specially beholden to my. pupil and friend, Pandit Ksetresha 
Chandra Chattopadhyaya of the Allahabad University, who has carefully 
gone through the proofs and (what is more) supplied the references to the 
Vedic texts,—not an easy task, as all students of Mimamsa know, to their 


cost. 


*MrramA’, GANGANATHA JHA. 


ALLAHABAD, 
15th June, 1933. 
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ADHYAYA I. 
PADA I. 
ADHIKARANA (l): Propounding of the Enquiry. 


SUTRA (1). 
NEXT THEREFORE (COMES) THE ENQUIRY INTO DHARMA. 
Bhasya. 


The words of the Sutras are, so far as possible, to be understood in that 


same sense which they are known to convey in common parlance; it is not . 


right to assume meanings for them on the basis of elliptical and other 
devices,—or to attribute to them any special technical signification. It is 
only in this way that all that would have to be done would be to explain the 
Vedic texts directly (with the help of the Sūtras); otherwise (if we did not 
take the words of the Sūtras in their ordinary sense), it would be necessary 


-for us to explain the extraordinary (technical) meanings of the words of the 
<. Stitras themselves, and then the texts of the Veda. This would involve a 


great exertion. 

Objection :—** In common parlance, the term ‘atha’, ‘next’, is found to 
be expressive of sequence to an event; in the case of the present Sūtra, how- 
ever, we do not find any event; and yet there must be an event in sequence l 
whereto the enquiry into Dharma would come in. It is only thus that the 
word ‘atha’, ‘next’, could be taken in its ordinary sense.’ 

Answer :—Reading of the Veda would be the required event; as it is only 
after Reading the Veda has been accomplished that enquiry into Dharma 
follows. 

Objection :—‘ It cannot be so; as it is possible to have an enquiry into 
Dharma, after some other event also,—even before the Reading of the Veda.” 

Our answer to this is that the Teacher has used the term ‘neat’ in 
reference to that particular kind of enquiry into Dharma which is not possible 
without the Reading of the Veda.—Why so ?—Because in the course of this . 
enquiry there will be various kinds of diseussion over Vedie texts (and until 


_ we have studied the texts there can be no discussion of them). Further, we 


are not asserting that there is to be no enguiry into Dharma. prior to the 
Reading of the Veda, and that the enquiry is to follow immediately after 


(Vedic. Study). In fact, the single sentence (contained i in the Sūtra) could 


not deny the possibility: of the enquiry into Dharma before the Reading of the 
Veda, and at the same time affirm ° the immediate sequence of the enguiry to 


the Reading; if this were to be done, then there would be two distinct 
irae Gbvolved in the Sūtra) the form of the sentence denying the . 


#4 The text timate shes is : blished in the Bibliotheca Indica. © 
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possibility of the enquiry into Dharma before the Reading of the Veda would 
have to be different-from that affirming its immediate sequence to that 
Reading. For instance, the affirmation in regard to the immediate sequence 
- would be done by a sentence in the form ‘[the enquiry into Dharma is to be 
carried on] after one has read the Vedas’, while the other (i.e., the denial of the 
possibility of the enquiry before the Reading of the Veda) would be done by 
a sentence in the contrary form [viz. ‘enquiry into Dharma cannot be 
carried on before the Reading of the Veda’|; and the author of the Sūtra is 
going to declare later on that it is only when a group of words expresses a single 
idea that it can be taken as one sentence [while under the proposed construc- 
tion, there are two distinct and contrary ideas]. 

Further, on the completion of the Reading of ihe Veda, there are two 
courses open (to the student): he may return home from the Teacher’s House 
(after graduation), or he may (continue to remain there and) carry on an in- 
vestigation into the meaning of Vedic texts; and the advice (contained 
in the Sara) is that one should not leave the Teacher’s House; for if he 
did, how could he investigate the meaning of. Vedic texts? - 

Objection :—“ Tf that is the case, then, the difficulty is that the Reading 
of the Veda is not found to be mentioned as the necessary precursor (of 
enquiry into Dharma); as a matter of fact, the injunction is to the effect 
_ that ‘Having read the Veda, one should take the Bath (which indicates the- 
end of studentship) >; under the circumstances, after having studied the 
' Veda, and thus having to perform the Final Bath,—if one were to (postpone 
the Bath, and) carry on the enquiry into Dharma, one would be transgress- ae 
ing the said injunction; and certainly it cannot be right to pores alge: an, 
injunction.” 
The answer to this is as follows:—We shall certainly transgress the 


_.. injunction, when we find that by not transgressing it we would be making 


the Veda, which is highly useful, entirely useless [by not studying the mean- 
ing of the texts]. The useful purpose served by the Veda has been found to 
be that it makes known to us our duties; persons learned in sacrificial lore - 


do not speak of any useful result following from the mere: reading (of the — : 


text), Even though there are passages which appear to speak of such 
result, they are mere hortatory exaggerations (Arthavada) ; this is going to 
be made clear under Sütra 4-3-1, where it is declared that— in regard to 
. the acts tending to the preparation of substances, the declaration of results 
l should be taken as Arthavidda, being meant, as they are, to be subservient to _ 
other purposes. [i.e. purposes of the sacrifice] Then again (in the injunc- 
tion“ ‘Having studied the Veda, one should take the Bath’ ); the immediate. $ 
sequence of the Bath to the Reading of the Veda i is not what is enjoined ; in 
of fact, there i is no term in the sentence expressing àr ediate sequence ; all 
i sas „ering Ba 


Final Bath and go away ininediciciy after heading the text of the re, ie 
would have no time to: aaee a PORE of what is con- 
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tained in the Veda, and it is the acquiring of this knowledge which is the 
perceptible purpose served by the reading of the Veda]. Through the process 
of ‘indirect indication’ we get at the following meaning (of the injunction) : 
As a matter of fact, it is not for any imperceptible (transcendental) .purpose 


that the Bath has been enjoined; all therefore that the injunction can 


indirectly indicate is the cessation of all such restrictions as ‘not-bathing’ 
and the like (that are observed by the Religious Student),—-such cessation 


being simultaneous with the completion of Vedic Study; what thus the 
‘entire meaning of the injunction is is that ‘ Having read the Veda, one should 


bathe,—but one shall not go away from the Teachers House’ ,—this further 


{implication) being necessary for the purpose of avoiding the contingency of. 


the Bath being meant only for an imperceptible (transcendental) purpose. 
For these reasons, the full meaning of the term ‘atha’, ‘next’, is that 
* Having first accomplished the Reading of the Veda, one should next seek to 
know Dharma’. We do not mean that enquiry into Dharma should not be 
carried on after any other act (than the Reading of the Veda); all that we 
mean is that after having read the Veda, óne should not hasten to take the 


Final Bath, he should immediately seek to know Dharma.—Such is the — 


meaning of the term ‘atha’, ‘next’. | 
The term ‘atak’, ‘therefore’, signifies reason, and refers to a definite 


fact; for example, in the sentence— This country is one wheré food is- 
easily obtainable, therefore I reside here’. Similarly, ‘since the duly read 
Veda is known to be a reason for enquiry into Dharma, therefore after the — 


reading of the Veda, Dharma should be enquired into’,—such is the mean- 


ing of the term ‘therefore’. One who has not read the Veda could never be — 
able to study the Vedic texts for the purpose of knowing Dharma; ‘there- 


fore'—for this reason—one should seek to enquire into Dharma after having 
read the Veda. Such is the meaning of the term ‘aiah’, ‘therefore’. 

The compound term ‘ lag aie eel (‘enquiry into Dharma’) is to 
be a eonen as ‘ dharmdya jijñäsä’ (‘wish for the knowledge of Dharma’); 


oO ne om 


and ‘jijñāsã’ (‘enquiry’) is the ‘wish to know’.—“In what manner is 


the enquiry into Dharma to be carried on ?”—The questions to be investi- — ~ 
gated are—(a) What is Dharma?, (b) By what is Dharma indicated ?, 


(c) What are the right means of accomplishing Dharma ?,. (d) What are 


the wrong means of accomplishing Dharma ?, and (e) What is the end or ` : 


purpose of Dkarma? The first two questions—‘ What is Dharma’ and 
‘By what is Dharma indicated ’—have been dealt with by the single Sūtra 
‘ Chodandlaksano’rtho dharmah’ (next Sūtra); the remaining three ques- 


tions—-‘ What are the right means of accomplishing Dharma’, ‘What are 


the wrong means of accomplishing Dharma’, and ‘What is ‘the purpose 


` of Dharma’—the meaning of. the last question being ‘in what cases. does 


the Dharma subserve the purposes of man and in what cases is the human 


agent only a Subordinate factor’ arare dealt, with by the third anid meen oe : 
` adhydyas. 7 os 
Objection :—“ Dharma faust bbe 80 nothing which i is either ima or ‘not a 
_ known: TIE it is known, then. there need. be no enquiry into it; if on the 
other hand, itis something not known, then there is all the more reason why- 
. there can be no enguiry into it. 


the f whole section dealing with: 
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‘enquiry into Dharma’ is abe ely Pale: | bias is there any purpose in 
it? 9 33 
Answer :—As a matter of fact, learned r men have held divergent views 
regarding Dharma: some people regard one thing as ‘Dharma’, some 
regard a totally different thing as‘ Dharma’. Under the circumstances, if 
a man were to undertake an act without due consideration, he might take 
up any one act at random and would thereby ruin himself and also incur 
evil consequences. For this reason it is necessary to carry on enquiry into 
_ Dharma; specially as we declare that Dharma endows man with the highest 
good. 
© The next Sütra desoribos what this Dharma is. 


ADHIKARANA (2 : Definition of Dharma, 
ae (2). 


DHARMA IS THAT WHICH IS INDICATED BY (KNOWN BY MEANS OF) 
“THE VEDA AS CONDUCIVE TO THE HIGHEST GOOD. 
Bhasya. 


“The term ‘Chodana’ they use in the sense of the injunctive text; men 
are found saying ‘I am doing this act on being enjoined (cheditah) by the 
Teacher.’ —' Laksana’ is that by which something is indicated (pointed out) ; 


= for instance, when fire is indicated by smoke, they say that smoke is the — E 


| -< laksana’ (indicator) of fire.—That which is indicated by the said Injunc-. 
_ tive Text is ‘artha’, ‘something conducive to the highest good’; that is, 


_. it brings man into contact with his highest good ;—this is what we assert. 


` As a matter of fact, it is the Vedic Injunction which is capable of 


- making known (indicating) what is past, present. or future, also what is 


subtle or hidden or remote and such like; this cannot be done by any organ 
of sense. [But what is indicated or made known by the Vedic text is only 
an act, something to be done, or things connected with that act, and not eny 
accomplished thing ;—says Rjuvimalā]. 
Objection :—“« Ib is possible that the Veda may say what is wrong or 

. false; just as it is possible for an ordinary assertion,—such as ‘there are 
fruits on the banks of the river’—to be true or false. [So that the 
proposition - that the ‘Veda brings happiness to man’ would be doubtful; 
because the Veda i is in the form of words, and words are found to be true as 
-< also false ; ‘hence there can be no certainty or confidence in what the Veda 
-may assert; that is, there can be Bonnie of which the Veda could be 
| regarded as the ‘ laksana’ or ‘ pramānņa °, the means of right cognition}, oe 

rae Our answer t to the aboy is as 3 follows :—There ig. self-contradiction 


he case, it on the presence. of the 
er e from. the: Apioa follows: heaven’ k 
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from Agnihotra]?. If such were not the case, how could it be spoken of as 
becoming known? Toassert that a thing doés not exist and yet becomes known, 
- involves a contradiction in terms. Then again, the idea brought about by 
' the ‘assertion ‘Desiring heaven, one should perform sacrifices’ is not an 
uncertain one; i.e. it is not in the form ‘heaven may or may not follow 
from the performance of sacrifices’; [in fact, the idea is a definitely 
certain one-that heaven does follow], and when this is cognised for certain, 
it cannot be false. That cognition (or idea) alone is false which, having 
appeared, becomes sublated by the notion ‘such is not the. actual case’ ; 
the idea in question (that heaven follows from the performance of sacri- 
fices) is never found to be so sublated at any time,. or in regard to any 
person, or under any circumstances, or at any place. Hence it follows 
that it is not false or wrong. 


‘As regards the assertion of ordinary men, if it srianiates from a trust- ` 


worthy person,—or if it pertains to something that is directly perceived by 
the senses,—it must be true; if, on the other hand, it emanates from an 
untrustworthy person,—or if it pertains to something that cannot be 
perceived directly by the senses,—then it is unreliable, proceeding as it does 
merely from the mind of a human being. Because such a thing (which 


is not perceptible by the senses) cannot be known by men except by means ` 


of words [ and the words of an untrustworthy person cannot be reliable]. 
[ Dharma being something not perceptible by the senses, it can be known 


only by means of words;—and these words, to be entirely reliable, should. i 


not be such as proceed from ‘a human source, which is not absolutely 


reliable, by reason of the inherent incapability of the human mind to. | 


comprehend things beyond the senses.}—It might be urgued that the man 
making the assertion had its source in the previous assertion of another 
man.—But this previous assertion also would be as unreliable as the 


other one; and in regard to such things (as are beyond the senses) the ` 


words of men cannot be ẹ reliable source of knowledge ; just as the words 
of persons born blind cannot be a reliable source of knowledge regarding 
shades of colour. . 

Objection :—“ It is not possible for persons not iovis a thing to 
impart instruction about it; and Manu and others have actually imparted 
instruction (about Dharma); from this it follows that good men have 
possessed the knowledge (of Dharma) [Read < purusih’ for ‘purusdat’ ; 
with ‘ puree, tee meaning would be that ‘good men have learnt it from 
a human source’; this would not go with the next sentence]; just as the 
fact that colour is apprehended by the eye is deduced oniy from the. fact that 
the man sees it.” 


‘The answer to the above i is as follows :—As eedi instructions, do ; 
might proceed from illusion or wrong knowledge also. [Hence the very fact 
of human beings having imparted. instructions does not necessarily prove. . 

that these instructors “possessed _ the right: Knowledge of Dharma); “such, 


instructions, i in the absence of illusions, proceed also from the Veda [and in 


the ease of the Veda there is no. room for illusion or wrong knowledge, as 


_ there is no human agency involved, while in the case of human instructors, 
there i is always & chance of mistak 


illusions and ignorance]. -Buti in- 
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the case of teachings emanating from human sources, the notion derived is 
in the form, ‘ this man, the speaker, knows this thing to be so and so’, and 
not in the form, ‘the thing is so and. so’; and the reason for this lies in the 
fact that the notion derived from human assertions is not always com- 
patible with the truth; in the case of the Vedic assertion on the other 
hand, there is nothing to indicate its falsity.—‘‘ There is the inference from 
analogy: Having found the human assertion to be false, we infer, from its 
analogy, that the Vedic assertion also, being an assertion (like the human 
assertion) must be false.” —It is not so; because the two cases are not 
analogous; the falsity of one assertion cannot prove the falsity of another ; 
simply because it is another (not the same, assertion); for instance; because. 
Devadatta i is dark, it does not follow that Yajfiadatta also is dark. Then 
again your idea that ‘the Vedic assertion must be false because it is of the 
same kind as the human assertion (which is found to be false)* is of the 
nature of an indirect inference based upon a premiss, while the idea derived 
` from the Vedic assertion is of the nature of, direct cognition ; and no 
indirect inferential cognition can have. any yeudity, when it is opposed to a 
direct cognition.—From all this we conclude that ‘what is learnt from the 
Veda is conducive to the highest good.’ 

Objection :— If such is the case, then what should be enquired into, is 
something that is conducive to good [which must be a well-established entity]; 


what could be the use of enquiry into Dharma [ which is not a well-established — 


entity, but something that has itself got to be brought into existence]? 
The answer to this is that what is conducive to good is exactly what is 


5 expressed by the term ‘Dharma’. 


“ How are we to know that this is so f” 

‘If a man performs sacrifices, he is called a ‘performer of dharma’ 
(‘dharmika’ ); when a man does an act, he is called after that act; e.g. 
the person who does the act of purifying [or cooking, if we accept the — 
reading ‘paichakah* for ‘pdvakah’] is called ‘the performer of purifica- 
tion’ (‘pavaka’) and one who performs the act of cutting is. called ‘the 
performer of cutting’ (‘lavaka’). Thus it is that what brings to the man the 
Lge good is what is spoken of by means of the word ‘dharma’ [‘sacrific- 
ing’ brings the highest ‘good to man,;—and it is the act of sacrificing that . 
nig denoted by the term ‘ dharma’ '].. This is found to be so not only in com- 
mon parlance; in the Veda also we find the passage— Yajhena yajhamaya- 
Janta devah, tani dharmani prathamanydsan’. [t By sacrifice did the deities 
offer sacrifices, and these were the first dharmas’], (Rgveda 10, 9. 16) where 
what is denoted by the term ‘ yaji’ (i. e.. the term. ‘ yājħa? - ‘ sacrifice’) i is 
precisely what is spoken of as « dharma”. E 

As a matter of fact, the Veda: indicates both what i is moral and. what is — 
‘immoral.— +i What is moral ?”—That, which is conducive to good, such as the 
28 Jyotistoma and other acts.—“« ‘What i is. immoral 2" —That which leads to evil 


a (sin), such as the Shyena, the Vajra, the Isu and other (malevolent) Acts 


"Thus the Sūra has used the term ‘artha’, ‘what is conducive to good’, 

oe in order to preclude the possibility « of the Immoral act o is not conducive 
|- to good) being included under the term ‘dharma’. , 

S Rerin pati Why. should the immoral act be so called. ye. 
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Reply :—Because it involves inflicting of injury, and the inflicting of 
injury has been forbidden. 

Objection :-—* How then is it iore an immoral act (in the shape of the 
Shyena. sacrifice, for instance) is enjoined as something that should be done?” 

The answer to this is that the Shyena and other such (malevolent) 
sacrifices are nowhere found to be spoken of as what should be done; they 


are indicated only in the form that ‘if a man desires to inflict injury upon 


another, the performance (òf the Shyena) would be the means for that pur- 
pose ’; what the Vedic text says is only that ‘one desiring to inflict injury 
may perform the Shyma (cf. Sadvinsha-Brahmana 8. 1-2),---not that ‘one 
should inflict injury’. [The man is urged to undertake the performance of 
the Shyena entirely by his desire to inflict injury, not by any Vedie text 
enjoining that act as what ought to.be done.] 


Objection :—“ The Sätra as it stands is not capable of expressing all this— 
(a) that ‘ Dharma is that which is indicated by the Veda, and not what is 


indicated by the senses and other means of knowledge’, (b) that ‘Dharma is 


moral, not immoral’. Because the Sūtra contains a single sentence; and it 
would involve a syntactical split of the sentence, if it were taken as ex- 


pressing the said two propositions.” 


The answer to this is that such syntactical split is objectionable oily : 
in cases where the idea is meant to be expressed by a regularly formed | 
sentence; and this is so only in the case of Vedic texts, not. in Sutras ; þe- 
cause a Sūtra is understood to be merely indicative of what is gathered from 


other sources; so that it is only parts of propositions that are indicated 
(sūtryatē) in the Sūtra; in fact that is why it is called a Sūtra’ (Aphorism). 


Thus it is that the present Sitra is to be taken as containing the parts of the - 


two distinct propositions (mentioned above by the Objector).—Or, the Sutra 
may be construed as containing the single proposition that ‘ Dharma is that 
particular act conducive to the highest good which is indicated by the Veda’; so 
that there is a single proposition [and there is no syntactical split. involved]. 


ADHIKARAWA (3): Investigation of the Mi eans of knowing 
_ Dharma. 


y - SÜTRA Bh | 
THE BX AMINATION OF ITs MEANS [follows]. 


- Bhāşya. 


It has been declared oy us that’ ‘ ‘the knowledge of Dharma i is  baoaahs | 


about 1 by means of the Veda’; but that was @ mere assertion; we shall now 


proceed to examine the means of that knowledge: Is the Veda alone the © 
means, or is there something else: also? ‘Until this examination has been 

made, it cannot be known for certain i that ‘ Dharma is’ that which is indi- 
cated by the Veda as conducive to athe coal good.’ (Sa. 2). 
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Apurarana (4): Dharma not amenable to such means of 
Cognition as Sense-perception and the like. 
SUTRA (4). 


THAT COGNITION BY A PERSON WHICH APPEARS WHEN THERE IS CON- 
TACT OF THE SENSE-ORGANS IS ‘SENSE-PERCEPTION’, AND IT IS 
“NOT A MEANS (OF KNOWING DHARMA), AS IT APPREHENDS 
ONLY THINGS EXISTING AT THE PRESENT TIME. 


Bhasya. 


The examination (promised in the preceding Sūtra) is as follows :—Sense- 
perception is not the means (of knowing Dharma),—why ?—because the 
character of Sense-perception is that it is.‘ that cognition by a person, etc.’ 
(sūtra); that is, it is that eognition which a man has when his sense-organs 
are in contact with the object cognised.—Dharma however is something 
‘that is yet to come, and it does not exist at the time that it is to be known; 


—while Sensé-perception is the apprehending of an object that is actually ` 
present. and not non-existent at the time (of cognition) ;—hence Sense- 


perception cannot be the means (of knowing Dharma). 


In the Sūtra, no stress is meant to be laid upon either ‘cognition’, or — 
the ‘appearance’, or upon mere ‘contact’; the only factor meant to be 
emphasised is the fact of its being such as is possible only when there is — 
` contact between the sense-organ and the object; and not when there is no such 
contact between them. Tf stress were laid upon several factors, then there 


would be syntactical split. 
. As for (the other means of 4 ition,) Inference, Analogy, and. Apparent 
. Inconsistency, these also presuppose (are based upon) Sense-pereeption ; hence 
these also cannot be the means (of knowing Dharma). 
Nor can Dharma be amenable to t Negation’ [i.e. it cannot be regarded 
| ag non-existent; because of the reason given in the next Sūtra which indi- 
` eates the real means of knowing Dharma]. . 


ADHIKARANA (5): Dharma cognisable by means of Verbal 
E Injunctions. 
SŪTRA (5): 


Tan RELATION OF THE WORD WITH ITS DENOTATION IS “INBORN.— 
_ INSTRUCTION IS THE MEANS OF KNOWING IT (Dharma) ,— 
a INFALLIBLE REGARDING ALL. ‘THAT Is IMPERCEPTIBLE ; ` IT 

1s A VALID MEANS OF KNOWLEDGE, AS IT IS IN- 
DEPENDENT, ACCORDING ‘To. BADARAYANA. 


- Bhūsya. a 


existence. (presence) that is figuratively spoken of as ‘origin’. What 


utpattika’ t inborn *),—what we mean by this ig ‘constant’, Tt 


is meant is t that the relation between word and its meaning is inseper : 
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able.—It becomes the means of knowing [‘ jrdyaté anena iti jñänam’ says 
the Shlokavartika 5. 9] Dharma in the shape of Agnihoira and such acts, 
which are not known by means of Sense-perception and such other means 
of knowledge.—‘“t How so ? ”—Because there is ‘ Instruction’ ; ‘ instruction’ 
stands for the speaking of a particular set of words, [Thus it is the Word, 
in the form of Instruction or. Injunction, which is the means of knowing 
Dharma.|—Of this ‘means of knowledge’ there is ‘infallibility*; i.e. the 
cognition brought about by that means never fails (is never wrong) ; when 
a cognition is not found to be wrong, it cannot be:said with regard to it 
that ‘this is not so’, or ‘the real thing is not as it.is represented by this 
cognition’, or ‘the real thing is otherwise than what is represented in this | 
cognition’, or ‘it may be that the idea in the mind of the speaker is differ- 
ent from what is expressed by his words’, or ‘the words used give rise to 
contradictory ideas, representing the same thing as existing and as non- 
ewisting’.—For these reasons (since cognition brought about by words is not 
fallible), it is ‘a valid means of knowledge, as it is independent’. That is, 
when a cognition has been brought about by means of words, there is no | 
need for any other cognition (to corroborate it), or of any other person as 
having the same cognition.—The mention of ‘ Badardyana’ means that 
‘what.is stated here is the opinion of Badaraéyana’; and the name is men- 


tioned only for the purpose of showing reverence to Badarayana, and it does -~ 


not mean that what is stated is not the author’s (Jaimini’s) own opinion. 


- There has been some confusion regarding the exact extent of the ‘Vrttikara- | 
grantha”’ introduced by Shabara on page 7, line 18. This confusion has been due to 
the Editor of the Bhasya (Bib. Ind. Ed.), who puts the words ‘ Vritikaramatam © 
samapiam’ (at the end of Bhasya, page 18, line 6); and to the Editor of the Shloka- 
vartika who has put. the words ‘ Vritikiragranthah sama@ptak’ at. the end of 26 
Karikés. 

As a matter of fact, the ‘ Vrttskaragrantha’ starts with page 7, line 18, and ends 
with the end of the Bhasya on Siitra 5, page 24, line 11. l 

That all this represents ‘ Vritikdragrantha’ is borne out by Mandana Mishra. 
who says in his Mi imamsinukramanika— 


asà apaa way Saira | 
afara feast Alaa i 


The ‘bahu-artha’ spoken of here can only be all those philosophical topics 
that we find dealt with in the Bhasya (pages 7 to 24). Ifit had referred only to what 
is said regarding the Pratyaksapramana, Mandana Mishra could have had no justifi- 
cation in speaking of it as ‘bahu-artha,’ * many topics.’—The so-called. < Vriti- 
karamatam’ in the Shlokavartika also deals with a part of Sūtra 4 only ;. and if this 
was all that was meant by- the Vritikara, then the Bhasya would have introduced 
it after Sūtra 4 and not after Sūtra 5. 

The interpretation of the- V ritikāragrantha, according | ia this view, is as ` 


follows : Sūtra 3 puts forward the view that itis not necessary to carry ona detailed = 


-enquiry into the question of Pramana for. Dharma. [In this case a na has to be 
added to the Siitra which necessity has led Prabhākara to the view that the- 
Bhasyakara i is quoting the ‘ Vritikdramata,’ not. with approval, but only asa view 
held by ‘others,’ ‘ para-mata’]; and the 1 reason for this lies in the fact that the 
exact nature of all Pramānas, including Shabda or Chodand is already well known. — 
Pa e the > opponent urges (Bhëşyı e7, sl, m that examin ation i is necessary 
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on aceount of the chances of error.—This objection is answered in the first half of 
Sūtra 4, where the right perceptional process is described (this is obtained by trans- 
` posing Gq and Wq), and it is shown that Perception by itself is never erroneous, 
and must be accepted as valid until we discover some defect in the process leading 
up to it. Similarly with Inference and the other forms of Cognition.—This goes on 
up to Bhasya, page 10, line 10.—The upshot of all this is that all cognition is 
inherently valid.—Next the opponent raises the objection against the pramanya of 
Shabda specially (page 10, 1. 22). This objection—according to the Vritikara—is 
embodied in the second part of Sūtra 5; and after a series of objections and 
counter-objections, the final conclusion on the point is stated on page 18, 1. 6.—The 
discussion regarding Atman also arising out of what occurs in the Vritikd@ramaia, 
this latter mata must be taken as extending up to the end of Sitra 5 (page 24, 
line 13). 

According to the Bzhati and Rjuvimala, the Bhasya does not approve of the 
explanation propounded by the Vritikara; but according to Mandana Mishra, the 
Bhagya has purposely introduced this explanation as it provides Shabara with 
the opportunity of dealing with many philosophical topics. 


The author of the Vriti has explained the text beginning with Sūtra (3) 
fie. Sūtras 3, 4, and 5) in the following entirely different manner] :— 

[The Siddhänta view propounded in the Sūtra (3) is that] the means of 
‘(knowing Dharma) need not be examined (Sūtra 3) [The negativing ‘na’ has 
- got to be added in this case]; because Sense-perception and the other Means 
. of Cognition are all well known; and as for the Scripture (Shastra, Veda), 
this also is included among those same Means of Copaition hence this : 
latter also need not. be examined. . 

The argument against this is that the examination is necessary, because 
of mistakes; for instance, the shell is sometimes actually perceived as = 
silver, which shows that Sense-perception 4 ds sometimes wrong; and if Sense- 
perception may be wrong, it follows that Inference and the other Means of 
Cognition, being based upon Sense-perception, may also be wrong. Such 
being the case, if one were to act entirely in accordance with the notions 
derived through the said Means of Cognition,-without an examination (re- 
garding the validity or otherwise of the means concerned),—he would fail in 
his purpose, and might, at times, come by what is undesirable. 

Siddhantin :—It is not so; as what is real Sense-perception is never 
wrong; what is wrong is not Sense-perception. What is real Sense-perception 
_ is explained in Sätra (4), which (being construed by transposing ‘sai’ and | 


F tat’) means that ‘That Cognition is real Sense-perception (sat pratyaksam) 


as ek with the pbjeot aomelly Pee the’ resultant a of the 


which appears when there is contact of the sense-organs with- the object 
perceived. (tatsamprayoge) ” ; that is to say, when the sense-organs are in 


; ch case a 
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Answer :—When it is found that at the time of the perception in 
question, there is no contact (of the sense-organ concerned) with any object 
other than the one perceived, it follows that the perception has appeared on 


the contact with the object actually perceived; and when the contrary is’ 


the case, the perception is taken as following upon contact with something 
other than the object perceived. 
Question :—“ But, how can this be ascertained,—when, as a inatier of 


fact, at the time that a person perceives the shell to be silver, he thinks 


that his eyes are actually in contact with real silver?” 


Answer :—In cases where a perception is subsequently followed by a 
sublative cognition to the contrary—such as ‘in reality it is not as I have 


perceived, my perception has been wrong’,—it is understood that the 
perception in question had appeared on the contact of the sense-organ with 
something other than the object perceived; while in cases. where no such 
sublative cognition appears, it is understood that the perception had 
appeared on actual contact with the object perceived. 

_ Question :-—** How can this distinction be made before the appearance 
of the sublative cognition? In fact, at the time that the perception 
actually appears, there is nothing to differentiate a right cognition from a 
wrong one (until the subsequent. appearance or otherwise of the sublative 


_ cognition).” 


. Answer :—A cognition is wrong, (a) when the wand is affected by some 


sort of derangement [the reading ‘chaksurddibhih’ is apparently wrong; ` 


what is wanted 1s some word expressive of a mental derangement],—or (b) 
when the sense-organ concerned (i.e. the eye). is beset by darkness or other 


such disabilities,—or (c) when the object itself suffers from such disabilities — | 
as being too subtle (for perception) and so forth. While in cases where none - 
of the three (mind, sense-organ, and object) suffers from these defects, the . 


cognition is right. What brings about a right cognition is the contact of the 
sense-organ, the mind, and the object; when there is no such contact, the 
cognition is wrong; hence what leads to a wrong cognition is. a defect in 
(one or the other of) the three factors (mind, sense- -organ, and object). [In 
place of ‘ubhaya’, which means both, we should have ‘tritaya” or some such 


word expressing three] ;—when these are defective, the sacra becomes — 


wrong, 
Question :-—-‘*‘ How do you know this?” 


Answer :—It follows from the fact that on the died ppeuiatioe: of the — 


defects, there mpar the Pognition which is recognised. by all persons e as 

right. wh ae 
Question :— How is one to know if ay y of the three i is s defective or free 

from defects?” i 


Answer :—Even on ésirefal serutiny, if we do not find any defect, we 
should conclude that there is no a ‘simply because there is nothing to ee 
show that there is a defect. Fpi e ; 


From all this it follows that aiy that apgiition’’ is ‘wrong itis: means 


whereof : are defective, or with regard to. which there is a sublative cognition : 
pe reseed as wrong. [Ang 


noe itis wedug ’,—and no > other c co 
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as.all cognitions are not wrong, as sited by the Opponent, aera can be no 
need for any examinatién of the Means of Cognition in general.] 
| [The Opponent next attacks the validity of Sense-cognition in general 
on the basis of Idealism]—‘ All cognition is baseless (without a real substra- 
tum in the external world), like dream-cognition. In the case of Dreams, we 
have found that Cognition has no real substratum ;— waking cognition, also 
in the form ‘a pillar’ or ‘a wall’ and so forth, is a Cognition ;—hence waking 
cognition also must be without a real substratum.” [This objection is 
introduced here with the view that if there is no real object in the external 
world, there can be no contact of the sense-organs with an object of percep- 
tion; and hence no perception could fulfil the essential condition laid down 
in the definition of Sense-perception ; which would mean that Cognitions 
are in their very nature wrong; and hence an examination of the Means of 
Cognition is necessary. | 

The cognition of the ‘pillar’ that one has aun | the waking state is 
positively. determinate; how then could it be wrong ? 


“In dream also the same cognition was equally positively. determinate, 
before waking; there is no difference in the character (of the dream-cogni- 
tion and the waking cognition of the pillar).” 


It is not so; in the case of dream-cognition we find that it is sublated 
_ (set aside, rejected, on waking), which is not the case with the other cogni- 
-bion (i.e. waking cognition). 


“But from the analogy of the dream-cognition, to which the waking | 
cognition is ‘similar, it may be presumed that sublation will follow in the 
_ ease of the waking cognition also.” 


. This presymption in the case of the waking eniti would: be possible 

only if the falsity of the dream-cognition were due to its being a cognition. 

That is to say, ifthe falsity of the Dream-cognition were due to the fact 

that it cognises, i.e. apprehends,—then, inasmuch as waking cognition also 

is a cognition in the same sense, it could not be said that this latter is other- 

wise (ie. not false). As a matter of fact, however, the falsity of the Dream- 

cognition is inferred from other reasons, such for instance, as the fact of its 

being sublated by & cognition to the contrary— How ?”—When a man is 

sleepy, his mind is weak (inactive, not alert) ; and hence it is sleepiness which is 

the cause of falsity in the cognition appearing at the beginning and the end of 

`". sleep; and during deep sleep, there is no cognition at all; as it is only when 

@ man. is entirely unconscious that he is said to be ‘in deep sleep ’.—From all 

this we conclude that the cognition of the waking man is not false. But 

during ‘the waking state also, there may | be some defect in the instruments 

ee Ob perception (which would give rise to false cognitions). "Tf there were 

Ss such a. defect. it would be ‘detected.—* Even at the time of dreaming, the 

3 tin the cognitive instrument is not detected.” —But in this latter case, - 

aking, the man realises that his mind had been beset with sleepiness [s0 
the defect i is actually. cognised i in this case]. 


baselessness ’ “or. falsity of ‘Cognitions as cognitions has been rejected on. 
| ground that no cognition can be regarded as baseless or. false unless it 


me ound: to have been brought about w means of  Sorepuiva Thstrmmenite.. This i igo 
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met by the Opponent with the assertion that cognitions have to be regarded as 
false or baseless, not only because they are brought about by means of defective 
instruments, but chiefly because they are devoid of a real external object,—hence 


there can be no real contact between the sense-organ and the object ;—hence there | 


can be no valid perception which has been defined ‘as Cognition brought about by 
the contact of the sense-organ with the object.] 


[There has been some confusion of thought i in regard to the exact position of 


_ the two sections which have been called by the editors from ancient times, ‘Niralam- 
banavaéda’ and ‘ Shiinyavada’ ; which has led to the idea (a) that the portion of the 
Bhisya preceding the words ‘ shiinyastu’ deals with the doctrine of Idealism that 
there is no real object in the external world, hence all cognition is baseless,—and 
(b) that with the words ‘ Shinyastu’ the Bhasya introduces the doctrine of Nihilism, 
that nothing, not even Idea, exists.—But this interpretation of the Bhasya is 


entirely wrong. From the last verse of the so-called ‘ Shinyavida’ section of the- 


Shlokavartika it is clear that the whole of that section is meant to establish the 


. reality of the external object, in. confutation of the doctrine of Idealism, and the only — 


argument in refutation of the doctrine of Nihilism is that ‘when the reality of 
the external object cannot be denied, it is all the more unreasonable to deny the 
reality of the Idea or Cognition’; so that the Madhyamika doctrine of Shinyavada is 


not what is meant to be directly introduced or attacked in the Bhasya beginning with. 


the words ‘ Shiinyastu’, which, in reality, is only a continuation of the refutation of 


the doctrine that there is no real external object. This is made clear by the. 


section of the Bhāsya concluding with the words ‘ Ato na niralambanahk pratyayah’, 


. * for this reason, cognition is not devoid of a real substratum’,—The Brhati clearly .— , 
says—** It should not be thought that the section of the Bhasya preceding the 


words ‘ Shiinyastu’ has refuted the denial of the real external substratum of Cogni- 


tions, and the section beginning with ‘ Shiinyastu’ proceeds to deal with the Mādhya- Te 
mika doctrine of Nihilism. Because the shiinyata, *voidness’, spoken of in the Bhāsya = 


is meant to be the voidness of the Cognition itself—i.e. the cognition is devoid of 
a real object,—and it is not that the Idea or Cognition itself is denied.”-—-Accord- 


ing to Kuméarila (Shlokavartika, Shiinyavada, verse 3), the question discussed in the . 


Bhasya beginning with ‘ Shiinyastu’ is—‘ Is it a fact that Cognition is able to function 
only when such objects as the Pillar and the like have an existence in the external 
world—or is it that Cognition rests in itself as the object cognised, and not in any 
--ebjeet extraneous to itself?” So according to this also, the Bhasya does not in- 
troduce here a separate discussion of the Mādhyamika doctrine of Nihilism.] 


Opponent :— But as a matter of fact, Copiitiond is an empty voldte, 
devoid of substantial reality or foundation in the external world].— 
Why ?—Because we do not perceive any difference between the form of the 
Object and (its) Cognition. What is perceived (by the senses) is the Cognition, 
hence. we. conclude that there is no G form of any, object apart from. that 
Cognition itself.” 


Answer :—This would be so if f the Cognition had fas fort ‘of the Object 
as a matter of fact, however, our Cognition is without form; it is the exter- 


nal object that has form, and is actually apprehended as existing in exter- 
nal space. Then again, the: objective of the: Sense-cognition is the object; 


not another Cognition ; and this for the simple reason that Cognition, having 


only a momentary existence (specially | according to the Opponent, Baud- 


dha), could never continue till the Bppeptence of the other Pemon (of 
which it could form the © ofueotive) A ; 
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The Opponent might argue as follows : m 
; “ [Is it not a fact, according to the Siddhdntin himself that] it is while 
itself coming into existence that the Cognition becomes cognised, and, at the 
game time makes the other object (the external objective) cognised,—as is 
found to be the case with the Lamp (which is itself seen and renders other 
things visible)? [This argument is put in the mouth of the opponent, not 
as setting forth his own view, but only as against the contention of the 
Siddhdntin that Cognition cannot form the objective of a Cognition; the 
idea of the opponent being that even the Siddhdntin cannot deny the fact: 
that a Cognition, while making its own objective cognised, must itself be 
cognised].”’ l 

We deny this; no one ever cognises a Cognition until the object has 
been cognised; it is only after the object has become cognised that the 
person comes to know of the Cognition, and this is through Inference [that 
is, according to us, the existence of the Cognition is only inferred from the 
fact of the object being cognised, which would not be possible if there were 
no cognition]; and thus there can be no simultaneity between the cognition 
of the Object and the cognition of the Cognition itself. 

Cpponent :-—** Even so (according to you), it is only after the Cognition 
has come into existence that you speak of the object as ‘ cognised’, which 
< cannot be done until the Cognition had come into existence; so that (even 
`- according to your own view that there can be no simultaneity) the fact 

would appear to be that it is the Cognition that comes into existence ee is 
- eognised) first, and it is only after this that the object is known as ‘ cog- 
 nised’ [so that it. cannot be true to assert. that the Cognition becomes a 
cognised by Inference after the object has been cognised].” 
Answer :—It.is true that the Cognition appears first; but it is not 
cognised first; it sometimes happens that even a cognised object is spoken | 
of as ‘not cognised” [when for instance, on referring to, the past, a man 
says ‘I do not remember that I ever knew this thing’, even in cases where 
the thing might have actually been known to the man in the past,—says 
the Shlokavartika). 
` Further, the form of the cognition is never apprehended except in terms 
of the object [which could not be the case if both Cognition and Object were 
< cognised by Senso- perception; we never, for example, perceive Colour in 
p terms of Touch, says the Rjyuvimala]. Hence the Cognition cannot be spoken 
of (as the object of perception); and what cannot be so spoken of cannot be 
the objective. of Sense-perception. Thus it is. that Cognition cannot be the 
a objeotive of Sense-perception,. [It can only be an objective of Inference]. 
e even H the = Qpgaition and the Object were identical i in fom, i ibt 


all this: Dognition ss its sibewetun i in the objet: 
rther, ‘whenever the cognition o of! cloth” „appears, it oer | 80 ) invari- 
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ably only when the yarns (composing the cloth) are there [which establishes 
a permanent connection between the cognition and the object in the shape 
of the cloth, whose existence therefore cannot be denied]. Jf this were not 
so (if there were no such relationship between the cognition of cloth and the 
cloth), then even when the yarns would be there, it might be possible for a man 


with perfectly healthy organs to have the cognition of the ‘Jar’. This 


however never happens. Hence we conclude that Cognition is-not without 
a substratum (in the external world). 

Thus the conclusion is that. Sense-perception is never false or wrong. 
[And hence no examination of it.is necessary]. 

When the perception of one factor of a well-recognised: relationship (of 
Invariable Concomitance) leads to the cognition of the other factor of that 
relationship,—which latter is not in contact with the person’s. sense-organs,— 


this second Cognition is what is called ‘ Anwmana’, ‘Inference’ (Inferential 


Cognition). [We take the. compound ‘Jidiasambandha’ in the sense of 
‘-well-recognised relationship’, according to the Shlokavariika, 2; which 
appears to give the simplest meaning.]—This Inferential. Cognition is of two 
kinds—(1) that based upon a directly perceived relationship, and (2) that 
based upon a generalised relationship ; as an example of the former, we have 


the (inferential) Cognition of ‘Fire’ following from the Cognition of ‘Smoke’ 


(which is based upon the invariable concomitance of Smoke and Fire which 


has been directly perceived in the kitchen) ; ; and as an example of. the 


second kind of Inference we have the case where finding that the sun 
changes its position we infer that ‘ the sun is moving’,—on the ground of our 


experience that in the case of the person Devadatta we have found that it- 


is only after he moves that he changes his position (which experience has 


led us to the generalised premiss that ‘whenever an object. changes its 


position it moves’, and it is on this generalised premiss that the inference 
„of the movement of the sun is based). 


‘ Shastra’ ‘scripture’, (Injunction), is that means of cognising she object 


notin contact with the senses, (i.e. Dharma and Adharma) which follows from 
verbal cognition. [The Bhasya does not waste time in providing a defini- 


tion of ‘Word’ or ‘Verbal Cognition’ in general,—it defines only the par-. 
ticular form of ‘Word’, ‘Injunction’,—because it is only in reference to 


the means of Cognising Dharma, which has been declared to be Injunction 
alone, that the Vritikadra is proving the unnecessary character of an, exami- 
nation of the Means of Cognition; hence the term ‘ shabda’ stands for the 
Vedic or scriptural word, and “artha? for ‘ Dharma and Adharma’ which form 


: the. special subject-matter of Scripture.—Shlokavartika, Shabda, 8-13.—: 
According to the Rjuvimaila, ‘ Shabdavighina’ stands for the ‘cognition of 


‘things through Word ’—i.e. the cognition of something to be done; and the 


‘asannikrsia artha? is EY ürging. to action; hence ‘Shastra’ is that. 


means of oogaition’ alto tate well knoe do an need: te be examined. 


‘ Upamana’, ae Analogy’ —i.e. similitude—also. brings about: the eognition: 
For. instance, the sight of the 
about the remembrance of the — 


of things not in contact. with the se ge 
2 Poey whieh i is similar to the cow 


SRSA ERIE P IME OAL ERLE EDIE ATE LE 


ae SSE TSI ETT EES SE ES SSIS TE TG BLT ESET ELT SLT EE ES EIEIO DL ASI ELLE IT TE 
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cow (as being similar to the Gavaya). [According to Rjuvimald, the meaning 
of the sentence is ‘ the sight of the Gavaya brings about the analogical cogni- 
tion that “the animal seen is called Gavaya”, to the man who ‘has remem- 
bered. the cow’. . This is the same as the Nydya view, which has been con- 
troverted by the Shlokavartika, whose rendering of the passage has been 
adopted in the translation. ] [And as this Analogy is well-known, it does not 
need to be examined. ] l 
‘ Arthapatti’, ‘Presumption’, also consists in the presuming of some- 
thing not seen, on the ground thai a fact already perceived or heard would 
not be possible without that presumption; for instance, it is found that: 
Devadatta who is alive is not in the house, and this non-existence in the house 
leads to the presumption that he is somewhere outside the house [as with- 
out this, the aforesaid fact of his being alive and not in the house could not 
be explained.] [This also needs no examination.] 
Abhdva, ‘Negation’, ‘ Non-apprehension’, stands for the non-existence — 
(non-operation) of the (five) means of Cognition (described above); and it is — 
what brings about the cognition that ‘it does not exist’, in regard to things 
not in contact with the senses. [That is, in a case where Sense-perception and 
the other means of Cognition are not found to be operative towards bringing 
-about the notion of the existence of a certain thing, we have the notion of 
_ the non-existence of that thing; and the means by which this notion is 
‘brought about is called ‘ Abhdva’—Shlokavartika, Abhdva 1.) [This a l 
being well-known, does not need to be examined.] A 
From all this it follows that (all) means. of Cognition being well-known, 
- they need not be examined. nate 
The opponent raises a fresh objection :—‘ Sense-perception and the teat: 
may be right means of Knowledge; but Word (Injunction) can never be so ;— 
. Why?—The word (Vedic Injunction) is not a means of true knowledge, because 
what exists is actually perceived (Sūtra 4, latter part). The Injunction (of the 
‘Chitra sacrifice, for instance, for the purpose of acquiring cattle) is not a 
meéans of right knowledge; because if a thing which is perceptible is not 
perceived, it is taken as non-existent; as in the case of the Hare’s Horn 
(which, not being perceived, is taken as non-existent); now (as regards 
the Chitra sacrifice which is enjoined as bringing about the acquisition of 
`- Cattle) Cattle and such other things are such as could be perceived by 


means of the sense-organs; and yet we find that no cattle are found to 


< @ppear after the performance of the sacrifice (Chitra) enjoined for one 
ae desiring Cattle; and from this it follows that the sacrifice does not. 
p bring about Cattle [and hence that the Vedic Injunction | is false, i.e. 
uo nata means of right cognition.) The ‘effect: of an act must appear at 


= the time. of the performance of. the act itself; for instance, the pleasure nee 
co | derived. from — “massage appears at the time of the massage itself.—It 
mee might be argued that the act may bring about its result at some future 


i regi rd as being the. result of. that- particular Act why ?— because at the 
Poe: when the Act itself ‘was there, it did not. bring about its result; 
= ‘while at the time when the result does appear, the Act itself is not there ; 3. 


ae T and t Poing itself non-existent, how could it be the biinget about ; of the ie = 


ime. Bub any result that may appear at some future ‘time wë: ‘cannot ee 2 
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result ?—Then again, of the particular effect (acquisition of cattle), we 
actually find other causes (in the shape of gift, purchase, and so forth) ; and 


so long as a perceptible cause is there, there can be no justification for. 


assuming an imperceptible one. Thus having found the Veda to be fallible 
` in this one case, we conclude that the other results also—such as Heaven 
and the like—do not really follow (from the Acts enjoined in the Veda).— 
Further, we find the Veda actually speaking of things contrary. to what is 
actually seen; for instance, having enjoined the collecting of the Sacrificial 
vessels (on the death of the sacrificer), the Veda goes on to say that ‘the 
sacrificer thus equipped with the sacrificial implements goes straight to the 


heavenly regions’; this clearly refers ‘to the body, and yet the body never 


goes to the heavenly regions, as it is actually burnt before our eyes. Nor 
can the word ‘goes’ be taken as an injunctive word (whereby the passage 
+ would mean that.the body should go to heaven, and not that it actually 
i does go; so that the sentence would not contain anything contrary to a 
perceptible fact).—Such apparently absurd assertions therefore cannot be 
the means of right Cognition; as they would be like such absurd assertions 
as ‘dry gourds sink in water, while stones float.’ Thus then we cannot 
have any confidence in the injunctions of the Agnihotra and such other Acts ;. 
as these Injunctions also belong to the same category as those that have 
been shown above to. be absolutely false (and unreliable).—From all this 


‘it follows that Dharma is not ‘that which is indicated by thé Veda as con- ` 


ducive to the highest good ’—[as declared in ‘Si. (2)]”? 


with the word ‘ Jidnam’—‘ But the relation of the word with its meaning ie 
original, etc., etc.’ —The particle ‘tu’, ‘but’, serves to reject the opponent’s 


which relation does not originate from a human being [i.e. which is primordial, 


the ‘Siiina’, means of knowing, — Tasya’; ‘of that’, ie. of such things as 
the Agnihotra and the like which are not cognisable by means of Sense- 
perception and the rest. [lf the connection of the word with its mean- 
ing were dependent upon other means of Cognition, then all those words 
and expressions which speak of things not amenable to the other means 
of Cognition, might be regarded as of doubtful validity; when however the 


‘beings, there might he doubts regarding its validity ; because in that case- 
what is asserted would be dependent (for its validity) upon things extraneous 


` may have derived his knowledge of what heis speaking of, and. 80 forth]. 


source) speaks of something, why , should that be false? Certainly ` we 
do not require any corroboration of what- we learn from the said word. 
he > word * ‘speaks’ of something, what is meant is that it makes that 
nown, ie. -it becomes the : a hat. thing becoming known; 80 


wien AEAEE 


The answer to the above is provided in the first part of Sūtra (5), ending : 


view. The meaning is that the relation between the word and meaning— . 


Sates 


original, self- uem not dependent upon any other means of Cognition]—is 


said connection is self-sufficient, then there is nothing to shake the inherent. 
validity of what is spoken of in the words. of the Veda—Brhati and Rjuvi- 
mala}. Thus then the notion derived from the Vedic. Injunction must be 

' gight. In the case of a notion derived from words emanating from human ` 


to itself [such as the validity of those sources from which the human being 


oe , the other hand, when a (self-sufficient) word (not. emanating from a are 


+ ST ESE GIR CES TTI DEI PLETE ERLE ILL LIE LEI ATT 


ae in the case of the’ gris also it i is found that it is unable to see if there is 
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that as soon as the means in the shape of the Word is there, what is spoken 
of by it becomes known by itself (without any extraneous help); under the 
circumstances, how could one call it ‘false’, declaring that ‘ what the word 
says is-not really so’ ?—As a matter of fact, the notion derived from the 
Injunction is not of a doubtful character,—in any such form as ‘this may or 
may not be so’; nor at any other time or place, or in any other circums- 
tances, or in any other person, does there appear any notion to the contrary, 
that ‘it is false’—As regards the idea that ‘the notion derived from this 
Vedic Injunction must be false because we have found another statement 
made in the Veda ‘to be false’,—this is only an Inference, and as such 
becomes sublated by the aforesaid direct Cognition to the contrary.—From all 
this it follows that ‘Dharma is what is indicated by the Vedic sila ois 
as conducive to the highest good’. 

The Opponent raises a fresh objection :—‘ “All this may be so; but in 
reality there is no relationship between the word and its meaning; how then 
could any such relationship be either created by human beings or not created 
by human beings ?—Why ?—If the relation between the word and the thing 
denoted by it were held to be of the nature of Contact (Conjunction), then on 
the utterance of the word “razor’’, the mouth (of the speaker) would be 
tipped open, and similarly on the utterance of the word “sweets”, his mouth 
would become filled with sweets. As for the other kinds of relation— 
(a) that subsisting between the material cause and its product, or (b) that 
between the efficient cause and its effect, or (c) that between the container 
and the contained, or (d) that of birth and so forth, —these are not possible ; 
at all in the case of Word.’ 

The answer to: the above is as follows:—The only relation that is. 
possible to assert in the case, you do not assert; that is, the relation that 
subsists between the denoter and the denoted, which is the relation called 
that between the name and the named. — Tf the word is the denoter (of its 
meaning), then why does it not denote it when it is heard for the first 
time ?’—-The answer to this is that in every case experience is our guide 

| (and. authority); it is only when we find a word actually denoting a thing 
-that we regard it as its ‘denoter’; this is not possible in the case of a word 
heard for the first time, as in its case we have. never found ‘it denoting 
anything ; in fact the meaning of a word is understood only when it has 
been ‘heard (used) as many times as makes it definitely recognised that 
aad this word is the: name and. this thing is the named ? [Nor does this need 
et epeated experience vitiate the denotativeness of the word; because]. 


i tered i in the mouth while the thing denoted i is found on the ground; R 


E tion, Sense- -perception and the rest. 
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(b) because people clearly make such a distinction as “ this is the Word not 
the Thing”, “ this is the Thing, not the Word” ;—and. (c) because there is a 
clear difference in the forms of the two also: for instance, the word that 
they pronounce is in the form ‘Gauk’ (‘Cow’), while the object that they 
understand as denoted by it is an animal with the dewlap and other features ; 
and in actual. experience we have seen that any relation (or connection) 
that appears between two distinct things is artificial (created); as for 
example, the relation between the jar and the rope (to which it is tied). 

[The answer to this Pirvapakea which is reiterated on page 15, lines 16 to 18, 
comes in the Text on page 15, line 18; in the interval in order to clear the ground, 
the Author discusses the three questions—(1) What is ‘word’? on page 13, line 7 
‘to page 14, line 15,—(2) what is ‘meaning’ (or denoted thing) ? on page 14, line 16 


to page 15, line 14,—and (3) what is the ‘relation’ between the two? on page 15, 


. line 15.) 


(1) In the case of ‘gauk’ (‘Cow’), what is it that 1s called the 
‘word’? The letters ‘ga’, ‘au’, and €} (visarga) constitute the word— 
says the revered Upavarsa. Among people the term ‘ word’ is applied to 
what is apprehended by the ear; and in the case of the word ‘gauh’, 
.the said letters are what are apprehended by the ear. 

The Spholavddin Grammarian :—“* If that is so, then no cognition of the 


. meaning (of the word) is possible ;—why ?—because as a matter of fact the 
- cognition of the meaning does not appear on the hearing of the single com- | 
ponent letters severally; and apart from the components there is no single’ 


entity in the form of a composite whole, from which the cognition of the mean- 
ing would follow. At the moment of hearing the letter ‘ga’, the letters 
‘au’ and ‘h’ are not heard; and at the moment that these letters are heard, 
the letter ‘ga’ is not heard. . From this it follows that the word ‘ gauh’ (as 


a composite whole) is something different from the component letters ‘ga r 
and the rest; and it is from this composite that the Cognition of the mean- 
ing follows.—It might be urged that after the word (i.e. the letters) have | 


ceased, there is a remembrance (of them), and it is from this remembrance 
that the Cognition of the meaning follows,—But this also cannot be; as the 


Remembrance also has only a momentary existence and hence is as unable = 


to bring about the Cognition of the meaning as the letters themselves.” | 
There is no foree in all this, we reply; because what happens. is that 
each letter, as it is uttered, leaves an ‘impression’ behind, and what 


brings. about the cognition of the meaning of the word is the last letter’ ‘along 


with the impressions of each of the preceding letters.—‘ If that were so [i.e 
if the cognition of the meaning were so derived from the last letter, etc.], 
then the assertion of the ordinary. people that “we cognise the meaning 


. from the word” would: be unjustifiable.’ —Our: answer to this would be - 
that if it cannot be justified, it must be unjustifiable ; simply. because ; 
. & certain ` popular assertion is unjustifiable, it cannot. be. right to. admit 

=i the existence of ‘something which i is not vouched for by any means of Cogni- : 

. As a matter of fact, popular assertions — 


eRe ‘ound | to be of both kinds—some | ar justifiable: (true) and some are 
se sniuenitahis (lhe); for. instance, : ‘ 


assertions ag ‘Devadatta, Dora . 
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drive the cow’ are justifiable (reasonable, serving a definite purpose); 
while such other assertions as ‘ten pomegranates, six cakes’ and the like 
are unjustifiable (unreasonable, entirely purposeless, having no meaning).— 
«(Tt is not the popular notion alone that is contrary to the Siddhanta view.] 
Scientific writers also have made such declarations as ‘ what is denoted by a 
verb, like goes or cooks, is a single entity (act), consisting of several acts 
beginning with the starting (of the act) and ending with its fulfilment, rang- 
ing in sequence over several points of time’ —(Nirwkia 1-1) [which also 
lends support to the view that the word also is a composite whole apart 
from the component letters.]”—The answer to this is that even the 
declaration of scientific writers cannot render possible (or reasonable) what 
cannot be established by any valid means of Cognition. 
Then’ again, there is nothing unreasonable in the view (stated by us) 
‘that the letters (composing a word) produce impressions, and from these 
impressions follow the apprehension of the meaning; so that in the bring- 
_ing about of the apprehension of the meaning, the letters would be the 
cause.— But in that case, the word would be only a subordinate cause 
(of the apprehension of the meaning).”’—Not so; the causal efficiency of the 
‘letters is by no means subordinate,—because as a matter of fact, the appre- 
hension of the meaning comes only when the letters are there, and it does 
not come when they are absent [which shows that the letters are the 
‘principal, not the subordinate, cause.|—But even if they were only a subor- 
dinate cause,—it would not be right to assume something not vouched 
for by Sense-perception or any other means of Cognition, simply for the 
- purpose of saving the Word from being a subordinate cause, For instance, — 
` when it is asserted that ‘ the boy is fire’, it is not understood that the Boy 
is actually Fire, for fear of making the word ‘Fire’ figurative (taken in the 
indirect or subordinate sense of ‘ brilliant’) ;—for the purpose of saving the 
word ‘fire’ from. being understood’ in its subordinate. (or figurative) 
sense of (brilliance), the < Boy’ is not taken to be Fire itself (in the literal 
sense), > S 
-As a matter of fact Sika, such a word: as ‘go’ (Cow) is never actualiy 
perceived apart from the letters ‘ga’ and the rest; and this for the simple 
reason that no difference. is perceived between them (i.e. between. the — 
word and its component letters), and that they are actually found to be non- 
l different. ‘What again is: actually: perceived are only the letters ‘ga’ 
_ and the rest. From this it is clear that the word ‘gauh’, beginning with the 
o letter‘ ‘ga’ and. ending with the ‘}’, is only these letters them selves ; ane 
BAS i hence there i is no such thing as ‘Word’ apart from those letters. 
; ` Objection :— — The assumption of Impressions (left by. the ‘component 
e 5 the assumption of something that is not perceived’. | 


umption — ‘of which is necessary in this case also, for 
he proċess. of denotation) [whereas i in our view, it is necessary 

the Impressions only; so that while the Opponent’s theory 
a tw assumptions, our theory involves only one eae E —From p. : 
bis we conclude that the. letters. thompelves are the word. 


is that. the theory of the word’ (as distinct from 
e assumption of the Word and also that. of the.» 
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(2) [The next question is}—What is thè denotation (meaning) of. the 


word“ gauh’ (Cow) 1—What we assert is that the class (or genus) characterised 
by the dewlap and other features is what is denoted by the Word.—[In the 
Nydya-siitra, ‘Akrti’ has been taken as different from Jäti, Class; it has 
been taken there in the sense of the shape or form that characterises a 
particular Class of things. In Miméarhsa however, we find that «Akrti’ 
taken to be the same as ‘Jati.? The Shlokavdrtika- Abrti, Verse 3 clearly 
says that ‘This class (jdti) itself has been called Akrti in the sense that 
the Individual is characterised (@kriyaté) by it’; and Mandana Mishra also 
declares in his Anukramani that ‘the word go denotes the Class.’] 

The Opponent asks—“ Is this ‘Class’ something to be accomplished, or 
not?” [The real motive behind this question is that, if the class is some- 
thing to be accomplished, then its relation to the word cannot be eternal. | 

[The answer is that] Being actually perceived, it cannot be something 
yet to be accomplished; as what is actually perceived is only an accom- 

- plished entity, such 5a: the necklace, the road- Se oRanE; the dish, and. go 
forth. 
‘But this (notion of Class) may be a mere illusion.’ 


That cannot be; unless we find a conception set aside or regatived. by . 


a subsequent conception, we cannot regard it as an illusion. 
‘As a matter of fact, we find such conceptions as series, group, forest 
‘(as single entities),—while in reality-there are no such single entities apart 
from the component individuals [the. series being nothing apart from the 
individual factors, the group being nothing apart. from the individuals 


- composing it, and the Forest being nothing apart from the trees. Similarly, 


: the Class being nothing apart from the individuals composing it, the concep- 
tion of the “ Class”? must be a misconception, a mere illusion] ’. 

Not so; you have put forward a most incoherent statement. By assert- 
ing that ‘there is a conception of the Forest while'in reality there is no such: 
thing as forest’, do you mean to deny the validity of Perception (which 


provides us with a clear notion of the Forest as a real entity)? If so, then ` 


you might as well say that ‘the trees also do not.exist’. In that case your 
view would be the same as that of the Bauddha Idealist (who denies the 
existence of all external objects); and this view we have already refuted. 
[So that what you have asserted does not lend support to your own theory 
that there is no such entity as. Class]—Your assertion may be a complaint 
against the upholder of the Class, to the effect that “ (by positing a single 
entity) you vitiate another. doctrine of yours, —inasmuch as (according 
to you): the notion of the ‘ Forest’ (as a single entity) appears while in fact 
$ there is no such (single): entity. as Forest [what really exists is only a large 
number of trees; so that you have the notion of a single entity in reference 
to a plurality of trees; and this vitiates your doctrine” [Read for * pi sati’, 


‘ pyasati ’ , as read in Brhati] that itis ‘only a, ‘single thing that: can be con ; l : 
a ceived of as a single entity. j—Tt such is. your: meaning, then, it comes to. 
this that being unable to refute the theory. under discussion, you: proceed 


to find fault with a totally different doctrine, and thereby. render yourself 


open to a ‘ground of defeat’ (in discussion, by shifting your ground); | — 


. specially as what you ‘put forward. does ot establish anything, Bejane: 


miesi nrnna nen Aiie ipana eA Sone aarm Te, 


i i R Ai AS S Ea E e E E A AEE R E a a n 
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the Siddhantin will retort—If the other doctrine becomes vitiated, let 


it be vitiated; what does it matter if that doctrine is vitiated or not 
vitiated ? [The rule regarding the use of the singular or the plural number 
is not meant to be absolute; if then, it becomes vitiated by a per- 
ceptible fact, it does not matter; merely on the strength of the said 
rule, we cannot deny a perceptible fact.] What does matter is whether 
-you succeed in establishing your own doctrine or in refuting my doctrine 
(regarding the subject-matter under discussion, ie. the existence of 
the Class). Merely because the Forest is not perceived apart from the 
trees, it does not follow that the Forest does not exist; if there is some 
other reason which gives rise to a notion against (i.e. sublative of the 
notion of) the existence of the Forest, then only can the notion of the Forest 
be regarded as false; and then alone could we conclude that the Forest 
does not exist, [Even though in regard to the Forest and other things 
mentioned by you, such a sublative notion may appear, yet] in regard to 
such things as the Cow and the like (which we are discussing), we do not 


find our notion of class being sublated. So that there is no analogy 


between the two cases (that of the Cow and that of the Forest). In regard 
_to the Forest and other things also, if there is no sublative notion, :we can- 
not.say that they do not exist.—From all this it follows that the statement 


that you have made regarding the Series, the Forest (and the Group) ig 


entirely incoherent (having no bearing on the discussion, in hand). 


The conclusion thus is that the assertion (of Jaimini) to the effect. that — 


the Class forms the denotation of the word’ (Sūtra 1. 3. 33) is fully 


_ established. How the Class is denoted by the word. we shall explain in detail ee 


Tater on (under 4. 3. 33). 
(3) [The third question is]}—‘‘ What is the relation (between the word 


and its denotation)?” [This question is introduced with a view to discuss — 


the eternality of words and of. their relationship to their Aen uae alae Ae 
Shlokavartika 10}. 


-The answer is that the relation bordea the word and its denotation is 


that on the word being cognised, what is denoted by it becomes cognised. 
[That is, the relation of Name and Named, as already stated above.] 


The opponent :— “We have already proved above that this relation is.. 


artificial ; hence we opine that a certain person created the relation of words 


with their denotations. and then with a view to make use of the words, he 


n compost the Vedas.” 
Our answer to this. view is as follows :—What we have asserted (recan. 
: ing the relation between word and its denotation) is established by the fact 
that the. said. relation could never have been created by a human being. 


Question : +—* But how: do- you know that. the relation could not. be 


ot : ented by a human being?” — ee 


s to create the relations, i 
stion ; i ‘Why could there tex no 5 ereator of the relation pr ni 
D ‘be admitted] because no such. ‘person 


sod. apon): Senge-percoption; >? 


CE 


newer It: follows from. the fact that there could not have been any : : 


perception, and the other ‘means of 
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‘“ As the creator existed a long time back, it is only natural that he should 
be beyond the Sense-perception of men of the present day.” 

Even if he had existed a long time back, it would not be impossible to 
remember him. In the case of such (important) things as the Himalaya 
mountain and the like, it would be impossible to forget the creator, in the 
manner in which the builder of a wall, a garden and such things becomes 


forgotten. In the case of these latter things there are such causes (for the. 


builder being forgotten) as the disappearance (of all idea) of the builder, 
due either to the disruption of his country or to the extinction of his family. 
In the case of words and their meanings on the other hand there is no total 
disappearance of persons making use of them. 
l It might be argued that— what men have to deal with is only the 
relation of words and meanings, and the matter of the creator of the relation 
would have no interest to them, and hence paying no heed to it, they would 
forget him.” 


But this also is not possible. If there were a person who created the 


relation and started its use, he would surely be remembered at the time of 
using thè word. A certain usage becomes possible only when there is an 
agreement between the creator and the adopter of the usage,—and not when 
there is disagreement between them. ‘For instance, Panini (Sūtra 1. 1. 1) is 
the creator or originator of the relation between the technical name ‘Vrddhi’ 


and ‘the letters ‘dt-aich’, and a person making use of words independently 

of Panini, or one not accepting the work of Panini as authoritative, could. E, 

` never apprehend the word ‘ Vrddhi’ as standing for those letters. - Similarly © 
_ Pingala being the originator of the connection between the technical name: 


‘ma’ and three long syllables, to a person not acting according to Pingala, or 
to one not accepting the work of Pingala as authoritative, the letter ‘ma’ 
could never bring about the idea of a group of three long syllables. Thus it 
. is that there is always an agreement between the originator and the adopter 
(of a usage). Consequently persons who would be making use of the Veda 
would surely remember the creator (or originator) of the relation of words 


and their usage. If one forgot the author of Panini’s Sūtra to the effect 


that ‘the term Vrddhi stands for the letters Af and Aich’ (1. 1. 1), he could 
never make any sense out of the Sutra ‘ Vrddhiryasyachamadistad vrddham” 


(‘That group of letters is called ‘Vrddha’ among the vowels wherein the 


first one is a Vrddhi, i.e. & or ai or au] (Panini 1. 1. 73). 
For these reasons we conclude that no person created the relations (of 


words) and then for the purpose of making. use of them, composed the » 


Vedas. 


Even if the possibility of (the creator). béing E were. ‘there: we 


could not admit a creator of the relation. unless there were proofs for it. 


For instance, even though it is possible for an existing thing to be. not. : 
perceived, we do not merely on the ground of that possibility, admit the 
existence of the Hare's Horn, because there is no proof of it. For this 
anes cannot: be regarded as 


k reason the relation between words and. their n 
| seated by a person, ` 


[Fhe opponent puts. forsraid at : proof of the creator of Gaara ues 


ie “We: would deduce the existen 
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Presumption: As a matter of fact we do not find people comprehending the 


“meaning of those words whose relation. (to the meaning) has not been fixed. 
Tf people were: to comprehend the meaning of such a word, they could 


comprehend the meaning of such words also as they might hear for 
the first time; as a matter of fact however they are not found to do 
so; hence there must be a person who fixes (creates) the relations (of words 


and meanings).” 


This is not right. Because words are taught as accomplished entities 
(having the inherent power of denoting their meanings,—[This is what is 
meant by the term ‘ upadéshah’ in sūtra 5—says Brhati].—If it were a 
fact that in the absence of @ creator of word-relations, the meanings 


. are never comprehended, then alone could we deduce a creator by presump- 


tion. In reality however, there is another way (in which the meanings of 
words are comprehended) ; for instance, we find that when older people are 


making use of words for their own purpose, the younger men who happen 


to hear those words are actually found to understand them; these old 
people also, when they were young, understood the words as used by the 
older people at the time; these latter also understood them from other 
older people; and so on the process has gone on without, any beginning 


¿in time. This is one possible explanation of the phenomenon (of the use 


and comprehension of words) ;—and the other explanation (proposed by 
the opponent) is that ‘in the beginning there was no relation at all bet- 
ween & word and its meaning, subsequently some one set going the rela- . 
tions.”’-—Now as between these two possible explanations, so long as the: : 
explanation based upon the usage of older people is available [and it is 
actually perceived in everyday life], it would not be right to presume a croa- 
tor of relations. Further the upholders of the ‘Usage Theory’ point to _ 


@ fact of direct perception {in proof “of their theory), while the other party 


only presume a creator of relations; and certainly Presumption has no force 


` a8 against a fact of direct Perception, From all this it follows that there 


can be no creator of word-relations. ; 

_ * Avyatirékashcha’, ‘it is infallible’, aye the next term in sūtra 5. 
It is found that just as the word ‘go’ denotes the animal with the 
dewlap in one place, so does it also in the most inaccessible places; how | 
could it be possible for the many. creators of the word-relation to come 
together? Certainly no single person could create a relation (that would 
receive such universal acceptance). For this reason alo there. can be no 


creator of word-relations, == 


- Another writer pahe t the phrase “ avyatirēkashcha” in ‘the folowing 


ats. 
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ed 


enquiry. Consequently, it has to be admitted that when a person would 
‘proceed ` to create new word-relations,-he would make use of words whose 
relationships have come down through the usage of older people, and have 
not been created by any one. And when usage has to be admitted (at a 
certain point), why should it be at all necessary to presume any crea- 
tor of word-relations at any point of time? Thus it is clear that there can 


be no valid Presumption either (in support of a creator of word- relations). 


The opponent may ask——* How is it possible for the younger people, to 


a _whorn the word-relations are not known, to learn the meanings of words from 


‘ahe older people ?” 

The answer to this is that the question of possibility cannot arise in 
regard to-a directly perceived fact. Younger people are actually found to 
learn the meanings of words from older people; and on the other hand, they 
are not found to have any such comprehension of a creator of word- 


relations. Hence the cases (of words and creators) do not stand on the. 


same footing. 

The next phrase in sūtra (5) is—  arthé anupalabdhe (‘ regarding that is 
imperceptible’).—In regard to such imperceptible things as the Deity and the 
like [Right reading ‘devatidaw’ supplied by the Brhati], the creating of a 
néme (expressive word) would be useless and also impossible. When a thing 


is known in its general form, and its particular forms are not known, then — 


aloné are names propounded in regard to these particular forms; and in the 


case of such words as ‘deity’ and the like, no particular forms can be 


known; as both the conditions are absent. For this reason also the rela- 


tion of the word with its meaning cannot be one created by any person. 


For this same reason [of not havizig its relation created by a person), 
the Word is ‘pramainam’ (‘a valid means of knowledge’ ` (sūtra. 5),—‘ana- 


 pekgaivat’ (‘as it is independent’) (sūtra 5); that is to say, being such as 
‘-described, the word does not need (for its validity) another person or 


another cognition. 
For all these reasons we conclude that Dharma is what is indicated by 


-the Vedic Injunction :—and not what is indicated by anything else. 
The significance of the mention (in sūtra B) of the name ‘ Badardyana’ l 


has already been explained above. 


[The Author now proceeds to answer the objections that have been 
urged by the Opponent against the trustworthy character of the Veda.) l 

It has been argued above that ‘* Word (Injunction) cannot be the means 
(of knowing Dharma), as the result of the act is not found to appear at the 
time of its performance, and at the time that the result. does appear the act 


eans of. word: also i—therefore Word. must be. a Means: -of right 


s 


is not there ; consequently the word cannot be a means of right know- ` 
: tedge n .—Our answer to this is as follows :—Tt would be true that Word is 
pE noti a means of right knowledge, if there were. only five such valid means (in 
n the shape. of Sense-perception, Inference, Analogy, Presumption, and Non- 
mos apprehension) ; ; every means by which | a right cognition is obtained i is a : 
z 3 of ‘right cognition ; sas & matter of fact, right cognition is obtained 


parenn 


RSET, 


~~ other ‘Cognitions. 
¿| existent as the Hare’s Horn 
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knowledge,—in the same mariner as Sense-perception is. Ifa certain thing is- 


cognised by one means of cognition, it does not cease tobe cognised if it is 
not cognised by another means of cognition [so that if the result of the act 
is cognised by means of the Vedie Word, it cannot be regarded as not cognised 
simply because that result is not cognised by other means of cognition]. 
Then again it is nowhere declared in the Veda that “ the reward of the act 
is obtained merely by the performance of the act”; all that is said is that 
“the reward of the act is obtained ”.—As for the argument that “at the 
time when the reward does appear, it is cognised by means of Sense-percep- 
tion and not by means of the Word ’’,—this does not vitiate our position ; 
because at that time Sense-perception is one means of cognising the reward, 
and Word also is the other means. 

The opponent has cited a passage from the Veda which asserts something 
contrary to a fact of direct perception,—the passage which says that ‘the 
sacrificer oqutpped with the sacrificial implements proceeds straight to the 
heavenly regions’’, where it is clearly the body that is spoken of (as. 
_ proceeding to Heaven; while as a matter of fact the body is burnt).—Our 
answer to this is that in fact that entity also to whom the body belongs is. 
spoken of as ‘equipped with the sacrificial implements”, by reason of the 
connection of those implements with the body (to which the said entity is: 
related).—The opponent asks—‘ What is this other entity ? We do not know 
of any such entity (apart from the body)’.—We infer the existence of such 
an entity through such acts as breathing and the like; so that the entity 


spoken of as “ equipped with the sacrificial implements” is one who carried òn: 
such activities in the body as breathing in, breathing down, breathing out, 


| winking, and so forth.—* But it is the body itself that breathes in and 


breathes down.” —Not so; breathing and the rest cannot belong to the same _ 


category as the properties of the body, because they do not continue to 
exist as long as the body lasts; as a matter of fact we find that the proper- 
ties of the body, colour and the rest, continue to exist as long as the body 
‘is there; on the other hand, breathing and the rest cease to exist even while 
the body is there. Then again, Pleasure, Pain, and such other feelings are 
_ cognised. only by ‘the person himself, while colour and other properties: 


belonging to the body are perceived by other persons also. [This also shows: . 


that there are certain activities of the person which belong to an entity 
other than the body.] From this fact of there being certain properties which 
_ differ from the properties belonging to the body, the conclusion is that the 
- entity spoken of as ore with the sacrificial PPT is other than: 


: a the body. 


a The opponent aska e How is it known that nee is an Satie other 
tine Pleasure and other Cognitions to. whom these latter belong? Asa matter 
of fact, we do not see any form of such an entity apart from Pleasure and 


iow 


Sh and the - belong t "our answe would be that a they belong, tox no one.. : Te 


This leads to the conclusion that the said entity is as non=- 
f it be asked— To whom then do Pleasure oo 


ro the things ae. as s also 5 the elation itsel: “When we see the moon or. the = 


ADHYAYA I, ADHIKARANA (5). : 27 


sun, we do not proceed to search the thing to which the moon or the sun 


belongs; in fact, we recognise that they belong to no one. From this we 
conclude that there is no entity apart from Pleasure and the rest to whom 
‘these latter belong.—Then again, if it be absolutely necessary to assume an 
entity to whom every perceived thing is related, then, in the same manner, 
on perceiving the Self (soul), we should search for another relative to whom 
_ that Self would belong ;—-and having found such another relative, we should 
search for yet another to whom this latter would belong; and so on and on 
there would be no end to such assumptions. If (in order to save yourself 
from this unending series of assumptions) you would not assume a further 
relative after having assumed a relative at a certain stage,—and you would 
stop short at that, and feel satisfied,—then you can rest content with positing 


the ‘ Ve: (Idea, Cognition) pure and appe and desist from all further . | 


asumptions.”’ 

Our answer tc the above is as follows :—If there is ng entity apart from 
the Cognition, then who is it that is spoken of as ‘he knows’? The 
entity spoken of by this phrase is the nominative agent of the act of 
cognising ; for the purpose of making this phrase give some sense, we should 
assume the existence of the Self distinct from the Cognition. 

‘Says the opponent:—‘Let the Divinities (Read ‘devdh’) assume a 
meaning for the phrase if they regard it necessary to.assume it! [It is 


beyond our power to do it]. As a matter of fact, there are many people | 


upholding the existence of the Self who say ‘the Self exists’, who directly 
utter the word ‘Self’; and yet even these people do not succeed in assum- 
. ing the existence of the Self; how much less possible is it to assume its 
existence on the basis of the indirect expression ‘he cognises’?? Hence 
we conclude that the assumption of the Self is not right.” 
Our answer is as follows:—It is through Desire that we perceive the 


Self.—* How so ?’—Desire appears only when the desired object is one that 


has been perceived before: for instance, we have no desire for those sweet 
fruits that grow to the North of the Meru mountains and which have never 


before been tasted by people like us. Nor does Desire appear in one person | 


for an object that has been perceived by another person. And yet Desire 
does appear in a person for an object. perceived by him on the previous day. 
From this we conclude that the person desiring and the person perceiving 
must be the same. If mere Cognition had been the perceived then, inas- 


much as that Cognition would have disappeared on the preceding day 
(when the object was perceived), how could there be'a Desire (for the same. 


object) on the following day ? Tf, on the other hand, there i is a cogniser 


other day. The phenomenon « of Desire would be impossible. otherwise. 


existent, like the Hare’s 1 
out that unknown sor 


Nor is it impossible to have 


apart from the Cognition, who is everlasting, then the person perceiving — 
~ the object on one day would ‘be the same as the one desiring it on: the: 


S Says the opponent: :— 4 In regard to what do we have the idea that i 
es cannot be possible § 2. It is only i in regard to. what cannot be known by any. A 
means of right knowledge. Now, as. matter. of fact, we do not know any- ` ` 
er than’ Cognition: (Idea); an what > we do not know we conelude =. 


qoause we actually pave: a direct oe. 
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perception of the Cognition. That the Cognition has a momentary exist- 

- ence,—that too is a fact directly perceived. And yet, even though we have 
no Cogniser apart from the Cognition,—and even though the Cognition is not 
a lasting entity (as it has only a momentary existence),—it is not impossible 
for Desire to appear on the next day; because we actually perceive the 
Desire so appearing. Nor have we found it always to be the case that the 
Cogniser today is the same as the Desirer on the next day; all that we have 
found is that in some cases what has been perceived by one man is desired by 
another, while in other cases it isnot so. In fact [there being nothing except 
an influx of series of Cognitions] what happens is that within the same series 
one (Cognition) desires what has been perceived by another (Cognition) ; but in 
ease the, two belong to two different series, one does not desire what has 
been perceived by another. From'all this we conclude that there is no 
Self apart from Cognitions like Pleasure and the rest.” 

Our answer to the above is as follows:—It is not possible that persons 
who do not remember (i.e. have an idea of) a thing should desire it; nor is 
remembrance possible of what has not been perceived before; hence it, is 
impossible that there should be remembrance in what is a mere momentary 
Jognition (Idea). . 

Says the opponent:—The case of Remembrance is like that of 

. Desire; what is called ‘remembrance’ is either a Cognition similar to a 
_ previous Cognition, or a Cognition having a previous Cognition as its object 
[and the same is the case with Desire also]. Now (such being the nature of | 
Remembrance and Desire) even if the seer (i.e. the Cognition of the previous 


day) has ceased to exist on the next day, it-cannot be impossible (for the — 


Remembrance or the Desire) to appear on that day [i.e. there is nothing incon- 
_ gruous in the appearance of a Cognition on the second day which is similar 
to, or has for its object, the preceding day’s Cognition]; for the simple. 
_ reason that we directly perceive that this does happen. What happens is 
that when-a Cognition has been cognised by another Cognition, it is recalled 
by another Cognition occurring in the same series as the former apprehen’ d-. 
ing Cognition, —and not by a Cognition appearing in the series of another 
Cognition.—From all this we conclude that Cognitions are entirely Void (i.e. 
without any extraneous substratum in the shape of the Self). In support of 
J this view we have the following Brahmana, text also:—‘ This pure Cognition 
which rising out of the elemental substances (of the body, at death) enters 
those same substances, and there i is no consciousness after death.’ (Brhada- 
ranyaka-Upanisad, 4.5.18),” 

Our answer to the above is that it cannot be as set forth above; as & 
matter of fact, it is only when one has seen a thing on one day that he has 
the notion (Remembrance) on. the next day: in. the form *T have seen it’; 
and this notion (of Recognition) appears only in the Self, not in anything 
TA else; as in the case of anything else, the entity that would have seen the thing 
-+ on the. previous day could be some one totally different (from the one recog- 

ng it on the second day). Heno : follows that there i is. something apart 
gnitions, and it is to t mething that the term ‘I’ is applied. 

: n the opponent :—“ Tn al cases the term.‘ I’ is applied figura- 

ly to entities other than the Self,—when, for instance, a man 1 Bays $ “I 
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am the son’, ‘I am Devadatta’, ‘I'am going’ [where the term ‘I’ stands 
for the body—says the Shlokavartika, Atmavida 108].” 

Our answer to this is ‘that we do not put forward the use of the term 
‘I’ as a reason for our conclusion (that there is a Self apart from. the Cogni- 
tions); what we are pointing out (as the reason) is something different from 
the word ‘I’ ; what we are pointing out (as our reason) is the recognitive notion 
[The right reading is ‘ pratyabhijhapratyayam’ as found in Nydyaratndkara, 
p.716] that we have to the effect that ‘It was we that saw this thing on one 
day, and it is we that remember it today’; which shows that we recognise 
the fact that ‘it is we that existed yesterday and it is the same we that exist 
today’; and the entities that existed yesterday and exist today also 
could not have ceased to exist. In support of this (view of an enduring 
Self) we have the Brahmana-text—Having declared that ‘This same is the 
Self’, (Brhadad-Upa., 4. 5. 13, where the reading is slightly different), it goes 
on to say—‘ Being imperishable, it perisheth not’ (Brhaddranyaka-Upanisad, 
4, 5. 15); and again, ‘This Self is indestructible, not liable to disruption’ 


(Ibid., 4. 5. 15).—Cognition on the other hand is evanescent.—Hence we 


conclude that the Self (which is imperishable) must be something distinct 
from the Cognition which is evanescent. No one can hold the view that 
“things are not as they are found to be, they are as they are not found to 
be.” For if that. were so, then it would come to this that “the Hare 
does not exist, what does exist is the Hare's Horn ” !—Nor again can the 
notion of ‘I’ be said to be an illusion; because we do not find any subse- 
quent cognition sublative of that notion. 


From all this we conclude that there is a Self apart from Pleasure and 


other cognitions. And such being the case, it is this Self that has been 

spoken of in the Vedic text as ‘ equipped with the sacrificial implements’. 
Says the opponent :—‘ If there is a Cogniser distinct from the Cognition, 

. then, leaving aside the Cognition, please point out the Cogniser—‘ This and 


such is the Cogniser’. You cannot point out any such Cogniser. Hence we 


conclude that there is no Cogniser apart from the Cognition.” 

Our answer to this is as follows:—As a matter of fact, the Cogiser is 
self-cognised, he cannot be perceived by another; how then could he be 
pointed out to another ? Justas for instance, when a man with eyes himself 
sees a colour, but he cannot point it out to another who is blind,—and._ yet, 
simply because the, Colour cannot be pointed out to another, it is not 
concluded that it does not exist;—in the sarne manner, a person cognises 


` his own Self, but cannot point it out to another person, for the simple — 
reason that. (like the blind man) this other person does not possess the- 
capacity to perceive the said Self (of the former person) ; ; and. yet this other. 


person cognises his own Self, but not the Self of other persons. So that 
' all individual Selves cognising themselves must exist, even though none 
of them cognises the other Selves. 
Brahmana-text— When speech, e 


: bonded. ty another, n we have the, £ 


In support of this we have the following.: 
os 88, what: light does the Person possess? | 
. He possesses the light of the Self, O king’ (Shatapatha Bré-Madhyandina, 143 
Bp he Ds and Brhadaranyaka- Upanigad, Kanva, 4, 3..9. where the reading is. 
l slightly different). .—In support -also of the view that one Self is not appre- 

ana text Being inapprehensble, 
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it is not apprehended’ Brhaddranyaka-Upanisad, 3. 9. 25); what this 
‘means is that it is not apprehended by another ;—‘ how so ?’—beeause 
the Self has been spoken of as.‘ self-luminous’ in the text ‘Herein the 
Person is self-luminous’ (Brhadadranyaka-Upanisad, 4. 3. 9) [which means 
that the Self is cognised by itself, not by another self]:—“ By what means 
then can one Self be explained to another ?”—-This means also has been 


indicated in the Brahmana-text. itself—“He said that this Self is not 


this, not that’ Brhada-Upa. 4. 23;—that is to say, it cannot be asserted 
that ‘the Self has such and such a form’; the method by which it can 
be indicated to another is by denying (i.e. rejecting) what the other per- 
gon regards as Self; that is, if the other person regards the Body as the 
Self, he is taught that ‘the Body is not the Self, the Self is something 
different from the Body’,—where the teaching of the Self is done by deny- 
ing the Body. Similarly the Life-breath and such other things not being 
the Self, tho Self is taught by means of the denial of these as being 
something different from the Self. Similarly the Pleasure and other 
Cognitions of one person are inferred by another through certain signs, and 
by. declaring that ‘these are not the Self’; the Self is taught as being 


something different from them. Lastly, that ‘the Person. (or Self) is not. 


different from one who perceives himself’ is also inferred from the activ- 
‘ities of the person himself: for instance, we find that when on one day a 
man has left an action half-done, he tries to make up for it and complete it 
on the next day; and from this action it is inferred that the Person regards 


A ‘himself as enduring (lasting) in relation to things (like actions) that are 
evanescent. [Or, on the basis of the evanescent activities one comes. 


to eognise the enduring Self.] 
Farther, through Analogy also this same Self is pointed out, in the 


i words— Just a8 you perceive your own Self, so on the same analogy, please 


‘understand that I also. perceive the Self in the same manner.’ There are 
several such indications through Analogy ;'as for instance, a man indicating 
his suffering to another, says—‘It is as if I were being burnt’, ‘It is as ¢f I 
were being tortured’,'‘It is as if I were being hampered.’—Thus on the 
‘ground of this self-realisation, it is concluded that there is a oo (Felt) 
-distinct from Cognition. . 
‘It has been urged by the Opponent above—‘* Leaving sida Cognition 
please point out the Cogniser apart from the Cognition.”’—Our answer to 
this is that when you leave aside the means itself, how can the end be 
attained without the means? The only means of knowing things is to 


realise that ‘everything 7s as it is cognised to be’... For instance, what i isoo 
- white’ ?—It is that in which there is whiteness ; ; ie. that to which the term < 


‘white’ is applied.—To what is the term ‘ white’ applied ?—It i is‘ applied to 
-that which is cognised ( understood) whenever the term ‘ white’ is uttered.— 


_ From. this it will be seen that if we ‘leave aside Cognition’ (as suggested in- 


te your argument), we cannot indicate anything at all [as things can be indi- 
> ated only as they are cognised]. Then again, there is no such hard and fast 


vale as. that the object of cognition is cognised only when the Cognition itself 


- is oognised ; the object is actually cognised even when the Cognition is not 
begnised for instance, onio is not amenable to Sense- “perception, while 


: 
z 
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the object known is amenable to it.. 
(Text, p. 9, 1. 15, where it is shown that the form of the Cognition is not the 


same as that of the cognised object].—So that if anything has to be ‘left 
aside’ (denied), Cognition itself might as well be left. aside—not objects. 


This also we have already explained (Text, p. 10, 1. 4). 

Thus we conclude that there is an everlasting Person apart from 
Pleasure and other cognitions. 

The Opponent has quoted a text (from the Brhadadranyaka- -Upanisad) 
speaking of the Cognition arising out of the elemental substances and 
entering the same, etc.—Our answer to this is as follows:—As a matter of 
fact, after this passage had been addressed by Yajfiavalkya to Maitréyi, the 
latter complained of the teaching, saying ‘Hereby your Reverence has led 
me into delusion’ (Shatapatha-Bré-Mddhya. 14. 7. 8. 14), and in meeting 
this complaint, Yajfiavalkya, repudiating all desire to delude her, has 
concluded by saying—‘I am not talking delusion; in reality this Self is 
indestructible, not liable to disruption; but It does come into contact with 
perishable things (like the Sense-organs, Merit, Demerit, and the like)’ 
(Shatapatha-Bra-Mddhya. 14. 7. 3. 15); from the whole context it is clear 
that the view of the Upanigsad is not that Cognition is the only entity. Thus 
there is a great difference [between your view that there is no Self apart 


from the fleeting cognitions, and the view adumbrated in the Upanisad text 7 


| quoted by you and taken along with its whole contéxt]. . 
Lastly, the Opponent has argued that the verb ‘goes’ (in the text “ the 


Sacrificer equipped with the sacrificial implements. goes straight to the — 
heavenly region’) is not injunctive—The particular word may not be - 
injunctive; but it could very well be reiterative of the injunction contained 


in such texts as ‘Desiring heaven one should perform sacrifices’. So that 
“there is nothing incongruous (in the nonsniunettye character of the verb 
* goes’), 


This we have already explained above. 


ADHIKARANA (6): Blernality of Words. 
SOTRA (6). 


[PŪRVAPAK$A]—“ WORD IS A PRODUCT (NON-ETERNAL), BECAUSE IT IS 
l SEEN TO FOLLOW (AFTER EFFORT)” ,—S0 SAY SOME PEOPLE. 


 Bhasya. 


Says the Opponent :—*‘ It has been said above that-the relation between 
the Word and its Meaning is eternal. But this is not possible,—because 
Word itself is not eternal. Word is often found to.be destroyed, so that 
when it comes to be produced (uttered) again, its relation (to its meaning) 
cannot but be artificial (newly made). Then again, no one ever compre- 
hends the meaning of a Word heard for thelfirst time.—‘ But why should the 
Word itself be regarded as non-eternal ?’—Because as a matter of fact, it. is 
seen to follow after effort; finding that there is an invariable concomitance 
_ (between the appearance of the Word and human effort, the Word appear- 
ing only when there is human effort) we infer that the word ‘is produced” 
by the effort.—‘It may be that the effort only manifests the (already 
_ existing) Word’.—We say that it cannot be so; because there is nothing to 

prove that the Word existed before the said manifestation; and it is only 
- what already exists—never what is non-existent—that is manifested.” 


SOTRA (7). | 
` [PonyaraKga continued|—'' BECAUSE IT DOES NOT PERSIST.” 
Bhasya. 
“When the. Word is uttered, we do not find it to persist even for a — 
. moment ; from whieh we conclude that ‘it has been destroyed ’.—It might _ 
be urged that ‘the Word though there, is not perceived (when you feel that © 
it is destroyed) ’ -—This cannot be,—because as a matter of fact, the Word is 
‘not perceived even when there are no causes of its non-perception in the 
shapa. of obstruction and the like—Nor can it be urged that [the Word 
is not perceived because] it has not reached the substratum (where it could 
be perceived) ;—because its substratum is the Akdsha (which is all-pervading, 
hence it is never possible for the Word not to reach its substratum); and yet 
it is not perceived even. in our ear-cavity (to say nothing of Akdasha in. 
< general)” i 
SUTRA (8). . 
-[Ponvaransa continued|—‘* Arso, ‘BECAUSE OF THE TERM ‘ TO 
MAKE?’ (karoti) ase USED IN CONNECTION WITH 
< Worns}. ead 

` Bhiisya. ; i 
e “Further, i in practice Dooble make use of such @xpreasions 4 as iake 
`: (kuru, utter) the word’, ‘do not. make. the word’: and yet they. do not feel 

that they are referring to the same word (that. has been i in existence). i 


ADHYAYA I, ADHIKARANA (6). | 33 


SUTRA (9). 
` [PŪRVAPAKŞA continued|— ALSO BECAUSE THERE IS SIMULTANEITY 
(OF THE PERCEPTION OF THE Worp) IN DIVERSE PLACES.” 


Bhiisya.~ 


«As a matter of fact, we hear a Word (uttered) in several places; this 
could not be possible if the Word were only one and eternal. Unless there 
-is something special there can be no plurality of what is eternal; it is only 
in the case of (non-eternal) products, which are many, that on their being 
produced in several places, they come to be connected with those several 
places. For this reason also Word must be non-eternal.”’ 


> : : SUTRA (10). 


-(Povarasga continued|—* ALSO BECAUSE Tae ARE ORIGINAL 
Pare _ FORMS AND MODIFICATIONS.’ 


Bhasya. 


‘“‘In the case of such expressions as ‘ Bult yatra’, we find that in the 
- original form we had ‘i’ (at the end of the term ‘dadhi’), and this ‘i’ 
becomes modified into ‘ya’ (by reason of its being conjoined with the follow- 
ing ‘a’ in ‘atra’);—such is the teaching (of grammarians). As a rule, 
whatev er is liable to modification must be non-eternal. Further, there is 
some similarity (of sound) between ‘i’ and ‘ya’, which also shows that the 
; one is the modification of the cher 


SUTRA (11). 


(PoRvaraKsa concluded|—‘ FURTHER, THERE IS AN AUGMENTATION. 
FOR THE WoRD(-SOUND), DUE TO THE MULTIPLICITY OF ITS 
PRODUCERS (SPEAKERS).” 


Bhasya. 


s As a matter of fact, we find that when a Word is uttered by many 
persons, the sound heard is very loud. If the Word were only manifested 
(and not produced, by the utterance), then the sound heard would always 
be the same, whether iti were uttered by many or fewer persons. 
- this we conclude that some portion of the Word is prod uced by each of the 


(i speakers, and it is by reason of the augmentation thus caused in the Word 
that a louder sound is Beard. 3? 


A , eee SOTRA (2), 
‘(Stopmiwna]—[Anauer to Sa. 6j- 


TH TRE FACT OF BEING ‘ ‘SEEN’ 


lew set forth above, €o 
much as Word is seen to 


From 
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appear after human effort, it must be regarded as artificial, produced ”.— 
But if, by means of clear reasons, we are able to establish the eternality of 
the Word, then, on the strength of this notion of eternality, the right con- 
clusion would be that ‘the Word is manifested (not produced) by human 
‘effort’; that is to say, if, before being pronounced, the Word was not mani- 
fest, it becomes manifested by the effort (of pronouncing). Thus it is found 
that the fact of Word being ‘seen after effort’ is equally compatible with 
both views. 


SUTRA (13). 


[Answer to Si. 7]—-WHAT HAPPENS (WHEN THE WORD CEASES TO BE 
HEARD) IS THAT THERE IS NO PERCEPTION OF THE EXTANT (WORD) 
ON ACCOUNT OF THE NON-RHACHING OF THE OBJECT (BY THE 

! MANIFESTING AGENCY) = 


Bhasya. 


The second reason, put forward in the Piérvapaksa is that “Word is 
destroyed (ceases to exist) as soon as it is uttered ”.—-Here also, if we are 
able to clearly establish the eternality of Word, then,—if we find that the 
Word is perceived at one time and not perceived at another,—we shall, on 

the strength of the said well-established notion of eternality, assume 
that there must be some cause which brings about the perception of | 
the Word [and the absence of which leads to the non-perception of the 


© Word]. And since we find that there is perception of the Word only when i 


there are certain conjunctions and disjunctions (in the shape of sound- 

- waves), we shall conclude that these ‘Conjunctions and Disjunctions’ are 

-what manifest (render perceptible) the: Word.—It might be urged that—“ In 
reality the Word is heard after the Conjunctions and Disjunctions have. 
ceased [so that these could not be the cause of the manifestation]’.—But it 
is not so; in fact, the ‘Conjunctions and Disjunctions’ do not cease,—as is 
clear from the fact that the Word is actually heard; all that happens is that 

“the Conjunctions and Disjunctions’ are not perceptible [that is all that you 
gan say, you cannot say that they have ceased to exist]. 

Says the Opponent :—“If the Conjunctions and Disjunctions only mani- 
fest the Word, and do not produce it,—then the Word manifested by the Con- 
Junctions and Disjunctions in Srughna would be heard by people in Patali- | 
putra; because the substratum of-the Word (sound) is Akdsha and Akisha 


r -is one only, so that the Auditory Akadsha in one place would be the same as 


that in other places. On the other hand, according to those who regard the 
“Word. as being produced (and ‘not manifested), the Conjunctions and: Disjunc- 
tions, being aerial. and subsisting i in the air, would produce the word in the air 
- Ttself; just as the yarns produce the cloth in the yarns themselves; and in 
this case it is only right that the’ Word is not heard in Pataliputra, being 


a produced, as it-is, in the air-waves in Srughna. —The Siddhantin might argue 


that—‘ also for one who holds that the Conjunctions and Disjunctions mani- 


n: fest (not produce) the Word, the said incongruity (of. the Word uttered in 
 Srughna being heard. in P&taliputra) does not arise, because the Conjunctions 


oo and Piagunedions operating in one. „place do not affect thar ear-drum ata. 
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distance, so that the auditory organ at a distance does not catch the word- 
sound that is manifested ’.—But this is not so; [the Conjunctions and Dis- 
juections can affect the ear-drum either by actually reaching it or without 
actually reaching it; as a matter of fact however, as the Conjunctions and 
Disjunctions originate in the source of the Sound, it is not possible for them 
to actually reach the ear; the only alternative possible then, according to 
the Siddhantin, is that the Conjunctions and Disjunctions affect the ear with- 
out reaching it; now] if the Conjunctions and Disjunctions could affect the 
ear without reaching it, then the ear placed near the source of the Sound 
would apprehend the Sound at the same time as the ear placed at a distance ; 
as a matter of fact however, they do not hear it at the same time; hence 
the conclusion is that the Conjunctions and Disjunctions do not affect the ear 
without reaching it. If (in order to escape from these difficulties) it be held 
that the Conjunctions and Disjunctions do not affect the ear at all, then the 
inevitable conclusion would be that the Conjunctions and Disjunctions have 
nothing to do with the apprehension of the Word (Sound).” 

[Our answer to the above is as follows]—It is not so; what happens is 
that the air-particles disturbed by the (sound-provoking) stroke strike against 
the stagnant air-particlés and produce Conjunctions and Disjunctions (i.e. 


ripples) on all sides, which go on spreading as long as the momentum — 


lasts;—the Conjunctions and Disjunctions (ripples) are not perceived, 


because the Air (of which they are ripples) is imperceptible; and as for the i 


‘Sound, it is heard only so long and so far as the ripples do not cease, and 
after they have ceased, the sound is not heard. ‘Thus there is no incon- 
-gruity at all. It is for this same reason that the Sound is heard at a greater 
distance when the wind is favourable. 


SOTRA (14). 
[Answer io Si. 8|)—THE TERM REFERS TO THE USING. 
Bhasya. 


Another argument urged by the Opponent is that in practice, people 
make use of such expressions as ‘ shabdam kuru’ (make the word-sound), 
and ‘shabdam mā. kdrsih’ (do not make the word-sound).—But if. it is 
beyond doubt that Word is eternal, then the meaning of these expressions 
would be ‘make use of the word’; just as in the expression ‘ gomaydn kuru’ 
(Make the Cowdung), the term ‘ kuru’ (make) means collecting. 


STRA (as). 


« {Answer to Sü. o}-Tae SIMULTANEITY IS As 1N THE CASE OF THE 0 SUN. 
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sees the Sun at that time in front of himself; another man standing to the 
right of Devadatta does not see two suns, one straight in front of himself 
and another oblique to himself but straight in front of Devadatta. From 
this it follows that there is only one Sun.— But in the case of the Sun, his 
exact location is not grasped and hence there is delusion.” —In the same 
manner in the case of the Word also its exact location cannot be grasped. 
‘If the Auditory Organ apprehended the Word (sound) on getting at the 
place where the Conjunctions and Disjunctions are,—then it might be 
possible for us to apprehend the Word (sound) as occupying several points 
in space; as a matter of fact however, the Auditory Organ does not get at 
the place of the Conjunctions (and Disjunctions); it is clearly perceived 
that the location of the Auditory Organ is in the Kar-drum. Then again, 
the Conjunctions and Disjunetions are in the Air which is imperceptible ; 


hence when they appear in the Ear-drum, they are not perceived [and this 


gives rise to the illusion that the sound that is heard is at some other place, 
where the Conjunctions and Disjunctions started; though in reality the 


> gound that is heard is at the Ear-drum itself]. Thus there is no incongruity 


in our theory, and the idea that the Word occupies several places is 
illusory. Further, in reality, the locus of the Sound is Akdsha; and Äkāsha 
is one only; for this reason also Sound cannot exist in several places. 


» Lastly, when the form of the Word is one only, if there are. various. 
7 aioe (where the Word is heard), it is the places that would be diverse, not 


the Word itself. For this reason there is nothing incongruous even in one 
view [that Word-Sound is heard in several places]. 


SUTRA (16). 


[Answer to St. 10|—Iv Is A DIFFERENT LETTER, NOT A MODIFICATION. 


Bhāsya. 


` The expression ‘ Ca is not a case of modification of an original ; 


in fact the Wiesedachr sae s ya’ (in *dhya’) is a letter totally different from the : 
(original) ‘2’ (in ‘dhi’).. People going to make use of the letter ‘ya* donot — 


take up the letter ‘7’,—in the manner in which people desiring to make 
a mat take up the reeds [where the reeds are the material which become 
modified into the mat}. Merely because. we perceive some similarity 
(between two things), one is not. called either the material cause (original) 


or the product (modification) of the other. For instance, on seeing a lump of | 
curd and a lump of kunda flowers (both of which are white); we do not- 


regard one as the original cause and the other as its product (or modifica- 
tion).—Thus the objection Mager by the TEP is | not Rph to 
our: doctrine. se 


“SUTRA a7). 


s 11]J—Tue “ AUGMENTATION? SPOKEN OF IS, THE : 
GMENTATION OF THE NOISE (sor OF THE Woro). | | 


as bei ai abled by the a, that “when several "people are 
è Arum or Trònoutdiog a a word, the sound heard: is very loud, which as 
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shows that with each person (beating the drurn or pronouncing the word) 
there is an augmentation of the particles of the Sound”.—But as a matter 
of fact, it fs not so; Sound has no parts, as is shown by the fact that we 
cannot perceive any component parts of Sound; and as it is without parts, 
no augmentation of it is possible. Hence there can be no augmentation of the 
Word (sound). What happens is that when the Word is pronounced by one 
man, its sound is soft; but when it is pronounced by several persons, those 
same letters (which had sounded soft), on account of being taken up 
continuously by such Conjunctions and Disjunctions (ripples) as fill all the 
space in the Ear-cavity, come to be heard as ‘augmented’, and hence as 
having parts. As a matter of fact, however, when the Conjunctions and 
Disjunctions continuously set up render the (same) Word manifest, they 
come to be called by the name ‘noise’. Hence the ‘augmentation’ (spoken 
of by the Opponent) is of the noise, not of the Word. 


SUTRA (18). 


[Final Siddhanta|—In FAOT (THE WORD) MUST BE ETERNAL; As (Irs) 
UTTERANCE IS FOR THE PURPOSE OF ANOTHER. 


Bhasya. 


< The Word must be eternal ;—why ?—‘ because its utterance is for the 
purpose of another’. The term ‘darshana’ stands for witerance;, this utter- 
‘ance is ‘for the purpose of another’, i.e. for the purpose of making known 
the meaning to ‘another’. If the word ceased to exist as soon as uttered, 


then no one could speak of (make known) any thing to others; and in that 


case the word could not be uttered for the purpose of another. On the 
other hand, if the word does not cease to exist, then it is only-right that on 
hearing the word many times, there is comprehension of its meaning.—It 
might be argued that—“ the comprehension of the meaning (of one ev anescent 
word) is due to its being similar to another word which had expressed a 
meaning (which has ceased to exist after utterance) Jand: the two words 
are not the same as presupposed by the Siddhantin}.”’—But (according to the 
opponent) no word could have expressed its meaning, each word being 
equally new: (disappearing as soon as uttered, without expressing any mean- 
ing).—** But there may be some previous individual word’ whose connection 
with the meaning might have been created [and the’ similarity. to this word 


would enable the subsequent words to express. that same meaning]. >This 


(creation of the connection of a new word with its meaning) has been already 


thea, there wdd always beac ; 
-to sublation ; for. instance, the wo 
being similar (in sound). one. might 

word ‘ shala? ead | shal for 


ae and 


explained by us (to be iraponsible) [ fant the section on, the Relation of words to: 


oh and hence Hable 

shala* (house) 

otion of the garland fromthe < 
i notion would certainly a 
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be a mistaken one (and hence liable to sublation).—‘‘ But (this need not be 
so in all cases; for instance) the notion of the animal with the dewlap having 
‘been derived from the word ‘gdvi” (through its similarity to the word 
‘gauk’ which denotes the said animal), that notion is not sublated; the 
same may be true with the case in question [e.g. the notion of the jar 
_may be derived from the word ‘ghata’ heard by ‘a person today through 
its similarity to another word ‘ ghaia’ which he had heard on a previous day 
as denoting the jar: and certainly there would be nothing wrong in this 
notion and it would not be sublated].”—This is not right; in the case of the. 
(corrupt) word ‘ gavi ’, the speaker really wishes to make use of the correct 
‘form ‘ gauh’ [and it is through incapacity or ignorance that he uses the corrupt 
form ‘gavi’, so that if one understands this corrupt word as denoting the 
animal denoted by that correct form, that too must be due to incapacity 
and ignorance and hence liable to be mistaken,—says the Shlokavartika, 
Chap. on ‘ Eternality of Words’, 276-277] ; while in the case in question [where 
the same form ‘ gauh’ is repeated], there is no desire to use any other form 
_ [and the comprehension of the object denoted therefore cannot be due to 
similarity.]—Further, it is not possible that the single act of ‘utterance 
should bring about the. use of the word itself and also create its relation to 
its denotation. [Each time that the word ‘go’ is used, if it were a new 
word, only similar to the word ‘go’ used before, then it would mean 
that whenever the word is uttered, it produces two things: (1) the use of the 
_ new word and (2) the connection of this new word with the thing denoted 
by it; and this is not right. ] a 
For these reasons, we conclude that ‘ its utterance being for the purpose 
= of another, the word must be eternal’. Í 


SUTRA (19). 
THERE IS SIMULTANEITY THROUGHOUT. 
Bhäsya. 
“Whenever the word ‘go’ ( cow >) is uttered, there i is a notion of all cows 


simultaneously. From this it follows that the word denotes the Class. And 
it is not possible to create the relation of the Word to a Class; because: in. 


7 creating. the relation, the creator would have to lay. down the: ralat by. 


pointing to the Class ; and without. actually using the word ‘go’ (which he 
could not use before he has laid down its relation to its denotation), i 
an what manner could he point. to the distinct class denoted by the word ‘go’, 
ae | —Beeing that the body a the. cow, (hich. alone could be. pointed ee is the 


reason n also, the 1 Word : must be eternal 
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sUTRA (20). 
BECAUSE THERE IS NO NUMBER (IN CONNECTION WITH A WORD). 
Bhagya, 

l People speak of the word ‘go’ being pronounced eight times; they never ` 
speak of the word ‘go’ itself being eight in number.—* What, if that is 
so ?”—The use of such an expression shows that people. recognise (the same 
word); [they argue as follows—] ‘we recognise the word as the same,—our 
‘perceptive organs are not defective,—others also recognise the Word as the 
same,—like ourselves, all persons recognising the Word as the same, would | 
be prepared to assert that the Word is not different (but the same) ’.—It 
might be held that “ though the words are actually different, yet people are 
deluded by their similarity and hence declare them to be one and. the 
same word’’.—This is not right, the notion that people have is not that ‘ this 
is similar’, but that ‘this is the same as that’; and further, the idea of 


' sameness could be called a ‘delusion’ only if the difference among them 
were clearly perceived; as a matter of fact however, the idea, that ‘this 
`” word go is other than that word go’ is not got at by direct perception, or | 


by any other means of right cognition. 


The opponent might urge—‘ Cognition and Action also (which are 
admitted by all to be ephemeral things) are recognised to be the same [(a) 


` the cognition of the cow that one has today is recognised as the same cogni- 


tion of the cow that he had yesterday; and (b) the action of walking done — 


- today is recognised as the same action of walking that was done yesterday]: 
- amd so by your reasoning these two also should be eternal,” 


This does not affect our position; because these two are not directly —. 
perceived; if they were directly perceivéd, they also. would be eternal. 


[This is an obscure passage. The Shlokavdrtika, Chap. on Eternality of 


Words, provides the most satisfactory explanation in Verses 390-394 :— We 
do not accept mere Recognisability of the Word as proof of its Eternality ; 
all that we mean by citing the fact of Recognition is to show that the theory , 
of the non-eternality of words is opposed to a fact of Sense-perception (Re- 
cognition), and not that eternality is inferred from Recognition. So that the 
objection urged by the opponent,—that on the same ground of Recognition, 
Cognitions and Actions also should be inferred to be eternal—is not re- 
levant.—But even to this irrelevant objection we have a suitable answer :— 
‘It is by Inference that people can get at the idea of the non-eternality of 
words, whereas their sternality i is proved by the Perception of Recognition ; 
and naturally Inference is set aside by Perception ; in the case of Cognitions 


‘and Actions, on the. other hand, their efernality is only inferred from their 


recognisability (their. recognition. not being a fact of perception); and their 
non-eternality is proved by Inference; hence between these two: there is. no 
` difference in the: strength of their validit ’.-—Another explanation suggested i is 
that when Cognition and Action are 
meant is that they are ‘not per 


Organ. Further, only — 
as k elong to supersen- 


id to be ‘not perceptible’, what is - 
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perceptible things are accepted by us to be enar like Letters and Words, 
on the ground of Recognition, ete., ete. Jo . 

Says the Opponent :—“ The Word A yesterday has ceased to 
exist; so that the Word pronounced today must be a different word ”. 

Certainly the word. pronounced. yesterday has not ceased to exist; for 
the simple reason that we perceive it again; when people see an object, and 
failing to see it for a moment, see it again and recognise it to be the same 
as seen before, they never think that the object had ceased to exist. If 
they were to think so, then, on seeing their mother or wife or father a 
second time, they would not believe them (to be the same). Simply on not 
‘perceiving a thing people do not regard it as non-existent, and do not assume 
that it has ceased to exist. It is only when a thing is not found to be 
cognisable by any means of cognition that we regard it as non-existent. So 
that when there is Sense-perception available as the means of cognising a 
certain thing, that thing could not be regarded as not cognisable by any 
means of cognition. When again a certain thing has been unmistakably 
found to be existing, its existence cannot be denied; and so long as the 
thing is not actually found to be non-existent, the notion of its being existent 
cannot be regarded as wrong. Now in the case in question, the non-existence 
(of the word) has not been proved. Hence the notion (of the continued 
existence of the Word) not being wrong, there can be no non-existence (of the 


a Word). All this is proved seriatim. From this it also follows that even in — 
_ the case of a word not pronounced before, if people do not perceive it, they — 


cannot assume that it has ceased to exist. For instance, when people, go- 


`- ing out of the house, do not see all their family-members, but on returning — 
see them again, they do not regard them as having ceased to exist before the 
` said return, In the same manner people cannot regard the Word (heard — 


today) to be other (than the same word heard yesterday). 


- Even those people who regard all things as undergoing destruction 


every moment, cannot say the same with regard to the Word; because in 
regard to other things they hold the said view because they find the things 
perishing in the end,—while in the case of the Word there is no end, nor is it 
found to perish, 

< Lastly, the notion that ‘this (what I hear today) is the same as that 
{heard by me yesterday)’ is got at by Perception, while the notion that ‘it is 
similar to it’ is got at by Inference; and no Inference | can pepe against 
Perception, nor can it establish its object. 

From all | this it follows that: Word i is eternal, 


SUTRA ( (21). 
Buoavse IT Is. NOT. DEPENDENT. 


ee ee ad | Bhiaya. 
cone ven in the | caso “of. things whose 
Se ‘perceived, some. of them are regarded as non-eternal, in whose cage we find 


a piece | of new cloth which he has not seen being woven,—and yet on 
merely eding its form, he understands that it ig Betishable,~ seeing that it 


rotial production has not heen: 


ere are causes tending: to.de troy them. For instance, when’ one sees < 
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has been produced by the conglomeration of the yarns, and as such, it must 
perish on the destruction of that conglomeration of the yarns, or on the 
destruction of the yarns themselves.—In the case of the Word, however, we 


do not perceive any material cause, on the destruction whereof the Word 
itself would be regarded as ceasing to exist. 


SUTRA (22). 


ALSO BECAUSE THERE IS NO IDEA OF THE CONNECTION (oF THE i 
WORD, WITH ANY MATERIAL CAUSE). 


Bhäşya. 


This Sdira has to be construed as following upon a few words, such as 


_ the following (emanating from the Opponent)—* The Word may be the 


product of Air: in fact it is Air which, through certain conjunctions and 
disjunctions, becomes the Word. The author of the Shiksä also has declared 
that ‘ Air takes the form of Word’.” 

[It is in answer to this that we have the Siitra.}—It cannot be 80; if 
the Word were the product of Air, then it could only be Air in a particular 
shape. As a matter of fact, however, we do not recognise any particle of 


Air in the constitution of the Word, in the manner in which we recognise the © 
particles of yarn in the constitution of the Cloth. Therefore the Word can- 
not be a product of Air. If the Word were a product of Air, then we could | 
perceive it with our tactile organ (as we perceive Air); and yet we do nob, 
feel by touch any air-particles in the Word. Hence Word cannot be a 
` product of Air. . Therefore it must be eternal. 


- sUTRA (23). 
~ Apso BECAUSE WE FIND INDICATIVE TEXTS. 
- Bhägya. 
We also actually find. a Vedic text. indicating the Siernaliiy of Word 


e.g. ‘By means of Word which is eternal, etc.’ Though this text relates to. 
a different topic, yet it reiterates the eternality of the Word. 


~ From all this we e conclude that. Word i is eternal. 


i 
b 
ld 
| 
È 


SE 


SES TATE PERE SET 


: ADHIKARANA (7): Eupressiveness of Sentences (in the Veda). 


SUTRA (24). 


[Pūrvapaksa]—“ EVEN THOUGH THEY (WORD, ITS MEANING, AND THE 
RELATION BETWEEN THE TWO) BE ETERNAL, THEY COULD 
NOT BE EXPRESSIVE OF THE VEDIC SUBJECT-MATTER 
(or Taz VEDIC Insunction, Dharma); BECAUSE 
THEY ARE NOT EFFICIENT FOR THAT 
PURPOSE.” — 


Bhasya. 


“ite E been established that Words, their meanings, and the Relation l 


Panen them are inborn, etérnal; but so far nothing has been said regard- 
ing Sentences; and as the Vedic Injunction, which is the sole means of 
knowing Dharma, is always in the form of Sentence,—until the same fact is 
‘established regarding Sentences, the validity of the Injunction as a means of 


knowing Dharma remains doubtful. Hence the Author now proceeds to. 


deal with the nature of the Sentence.and its: meaning]. 


Parvapaken: 


oe the Pirvapaksin—* Even though the Word, its Meaning and the 


- Relation between the two be inborn,—i.e. eternal,—yet it cannot be true 


that.‘ Dharma is that which is indicated by the Vedic Injunction as con- 
ducive to the highest good.’ The Injunction must be a sentence (not a 


Word); and in the injunction ‘one desiring heaven ‘should perform the 
Agmhotra’, there is not a single Word which expresses the idea that ‘heaven 


results from the performance of the Agnihotra’; this idea is comprehended 


. only from all the three words (a) ‘ Agnihotram’—(b) * juhuydt ’—(c) “svarga- 


kamah’, [(c) ‘one desiring heaven—(b) should perform—(a) the Agnihotra’); . 


and there is no fourth word apart from the group of the said three words ;— 
no such group of words however is met with in common parlance, on. the 
basis of which usage the meaning of the group could be deduced. Every. 
-` aingle word of the group is used (in common parlance), and the meanings of 
these words are eternal; but the group as such is never used in common 
Too oo parlance; hence the meaning of this group (not being eternal): must. be 
is either artificial (created) or illusory. ; 


ws It cannot be that the meanings of. the (component) iora thenselves. : 


ae a form the meaning of the (composite) group (sentence). Because (according to 
oo : ‘the: Siddhantin himself) the. Word. denotes the Universal (Class), while the 


different from the Particular. 
1eaning of the sentence isd 


of the (compo- 


a lentence refers to the Particular (Individual) ; ; and the Universal is something 2 
uité ‘Nor: would it be right to assert that: 


nt) words’; ; because there is no onnection between | the two; and when ` 
; po connection between omit it were ‘possible: that the compre: 
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hension of the meaning of some one word would lead to the comprehension 
of some totally different meaning,—then it might be (as well) possible to 
comprehend everything from the comprehension of one thing. No such 
thing however ever takes place. Hence we conclude that the meaning 
of the Sentence must be distinct (from the meaning of the words). 

“The following might be urged by the other party—‘Even from a 
sentence that has not been used before, and (hence) with regard to which no 
connection with any meaning has been established,—the comprehension of a 
meaning might be obtained by virtue of the nature of the sentence itself — 
The Purvapaksin might urge that in that case the Word would go against its 
own nature; as it is not in the nature of the Word that the meaning is 
comprehended even from an unused word; in fact people never comprehend 
any meaning from the word heard for the first time.—The answer to this would 

be that what is set forth here (that no meaning. is comprehended from an 
unused word) is a characteristic of the Word, not of the Sentence; because ` 
people are actually found. to comprehend the moming of a sentence which 
they have heard for the first time.’ 

“To this the answer (of the Pairvapaksin) is as follòws: :—This cannot 
be; if people were to comprehend the meaning of a sentence heard for the 
first time, then all men would comprehend. it,—those. knowing the mean- 
ings of the component words, as also those not knowing them. As a matter 
of fact, however, those not knowing the meanings of the component words . 

“never comprehend the meaning of the sentence. Hence what has been ==. | 
urged by the other party is not possible. ie ay | 

“The other party retorts—-‘ Even when the meaning of the sentence i An, Pd 
comprehended by those knowing the meaning of the component words, the 4 
relation between the Sentence and its meaning must be one that is not artificial | 
(created); and like the meaning of the Word, the meaning of the sentence 
also could be comprehended only by those who would be conversant with 
that (inborn) relation; just as the meaning of a word heard a second time 
ig comprehended ’only by those who had heard and comprehended it before.’ 

“To this our (Parvapaksin’s) answer is—No ; in the case of the sentence, . 
if the last letter, along with the impressions left by the preceding letters, ; 
serves to express a meaning other than that of the words (composing the. 
sentence),—then this process could not be held to be helped in any way 7 
the knowledge of the meaning of the component words. [Read *tadā na’ 
for ‘tadénim’}—From. all this it follows that. the cognition of the meaning ` 

_ of the sentence must be either artificial. or illusory,—and that the knowledge l 
of the meaning of the sentence cannot be got at firent the meshing. of the: 
component words. 

“ The other party argues Thep process. ala be aş follows The mean- “le 
ing of the sentence [e.g. shuklo gauh; white cow, or kreno shvah,; black 
horse] is comprehended when the word ‘ white’ or ‘black ’—which denote. 
the pirtiatlar happens t to be ‘near the word ‘cow? or ‘horse e which denote. 
the universal? a a AGA ed 

«But this cannot. be ae asa matter oft Taat, the works cow? or. 
ok hoes? ', which denotes the. Universal, b ngs | about: ‘the notion: of all cows or 
all B by direct denotation; —that noti could. not be withdzews, fron. 
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any one of those cows or horses, under the influence of the Sentence. Nor 
does any such word as ‘white’, which denotes the Particular, express any 
such idea as ‘the exclusion of the Black and others’. Nor can we assume 
the meaning of a word simply for the purpose of avoiding the contingency 

_ of its becoming meaningless.—Thus also the meaning of the Sentence cannot 
be due to the meanings of the Words; it must be artificial. Specially 
as sentences are only groups of words, and groupings of words are found to 
be made by man, in the form of such sentences as—‘ The sweet-voiced 
swans moving about amidst clusters of blue lotuses, appear as if dancing 
[read ‘ pranriyanti’ for € pranashyanti’] with their bodies covered with blue 
silk’. From this it also follows that the Vedic Sentences also are created 
{not eternal, and hence not valid means of knowing Dharma).”’ 


SUTRA (25). 


[Answer to the Pirvapaksa arguments|—[IN THE SENTENCE] THERE IS 
ONLY A PREDICATION (OR MENTION) OF WORDS WITH DEFINITE 
DENOTATIONS ALONG WITH A WORD DENOTING AN ACTION ; 

AS THE MEANING (OF THE SENTENCE) IS BASED 
UPON THAT (i.e. THE MEANING OF THE WORDS). 


Bhasya. 


. In the sentence there is a predication—or mention—of such words as’ 

`.. are tied to their denotations—along with a word denoting an action. Hence 

the Sentence can never be said to have any separate meaning independently 

_. of the meanings of the words composing it ;—why ?—because there is no _ 

proof for it; there is no valid means of knowledge whereby we could have 

any cognition (of the independent meaning of sentences). Even the last 

< letter of the sentence along with the impressions left by the previous letters 

has no power, independently of the meanings of the component words, to 

express any. moaning ery, different from what is expressed ny those 
words, 

-o Bays the Opponent : :— But there is Presumption (of the sentence 
having the power to express an independent meaning): for instance, as 
‘a matter of fact, we do comprehend a meaning of the Sentence which is 
different from the meaning of the words; and this comprehension could not 
ba possible unless the sentence had the requisite power.” i 

“This is not right; as the meaning (of the sentence) is based upon that (i.e. 

S “the meaning of words). The Presumption (put forward by the Opponent) 
would be possible, if, in the absence of the said Power, there were no other 
ot basis available ; . as a matter of fact however, such other basis is available— 
whe in th shape of the meanings of words. What happens is that each 

ds ( composing the sentence) ceases from activity after having 
inin, grsand the S ener of the words thus comprehended. 


white’; “black? and thè like brine 
j iteness, blackness and the rest), they `= 
ble of bringing abo t the notion also of ae ‘thing possessing 3 
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that. quality; it is for this reason that people desiring to bring about the — 
notion of the thing possessing the quality make use of only the. word 
denoting the quality, and thereby their desired object is attained, and the 
notion of the qualified thing is actually brought about ;—and it is this notion 
of the qualified thing that constitutes the meaning of the sentence. [This 
shows that the meaning of a word brings about the notion of a qualified 
thing ; and as what is expressed by the sentence is only a qualified thing,—viz. 
the meanings of words as qualified by one another,—it follows that the compre- | 
hension of the meaning of the Sentence is derived from that of the meanings. 
of words]. Such being the case, the meaning of the sentence is got at 
from something quite different (from the Power of the Sentence, posited by the 
Pirvapaksa). When too no actual ‘Power’ in the group of words (ie. 
Sentence, apart from the component words) is perceived, who can dare 
an to say that the presence of this Power is deducible from (presumed on 
p> ` the basis of) the Meaning (of the Sentence)? [As such an assumption 
would involve a vicious circle, Meaning depending upon Power, and Power 
depending upon Meaning]. —Then again, whether one thing is separate 
or not from another is ascertained by positive and negative concomitance ; 
and in the case in question it is found that sometimes, by reason of some 
mental derangement (loss of memory), the meanings of the words uttered. 
| e Sal . are not comprehended; at such a. time the meaning of the sentence. 
‘©. (composed of those words) would never be comprehended only if the mean- r 
=- ing of the sentence were not entirely separate from the meaning of the > > 0 
- Words ;—as a matter of fact, it is found that under the said circumstances, — = 0 00o) 
the meaning of the sentence is never comprehended. [It follows therefore . | 
that the meaning of the sentence is not entirely separate from the meaning } 
of the component words].—[Some people might argue that in the case’ — 
cited, when the meaning of the words is not comprehended by reason of some 
mental derangement, the sentence also is not perceived; so that the non- 
comprehension of the meaning of the sentence is due to. the non-perception 
of the Sentence itself, and not to the non-comprehension of the meanings of - 
the words. The answer to this is that] even in a case where the word 
‘white’ is not uttered, if one happens to have some idea of: ‘ whiteness ’ ‘ 
he has also the idea of the thing possessed of the quality of whiteness [so 
that the idea of the qualified thing follows from the idea of the quality; in the 
‘same manner the conception of the meaning of the sentence, which consists 
of the- conception of the meanings of the words qualifying one another, `. 
follows from the conception of the meanings of the words; for instance, 
when we see a white animal running at a distance and hear its neighing, .. 
and we have some notion of white horse and running,—there follows the : 
notion ‘the white horse is running’, which is the meaning of the sentence ‘ the 
white horse is running’, even though no such sentence has been. uttered. a 
Ti: the non-perception of the sentence were the cause: of the non- -comprehension rc 
of the meaning of the sentence, then in. the case. cited, there could | be no | - 
comprehension of the meaning of the. sentence; as the sentence, not being oe 
uttered, has not been perceived] —From all this it follows that the © 
meaning of the sentence is comprehended only on the comprehension of the =i 
-meanings of the component words; and it has no connection. with (and does , 
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not. follow from) the group of worda (Sentenco, as OPNE distinct from 
the Words). 
It has been argued above (Texst, p. 33, T 17) that ‘the direct denotation 
of the word (including all individuals). could not be withdrawn from any 
-particular individuals simply in consideration of the sentence: [e.g. when 
the word ‘ Cow’ denotes all cows, there can be no justification for restricting 
its denotation to any particular cow only. because the word happens to 
appear in the sentence ‘the white cow goes’.|—True, this is so. But we 
admit the qualified (restricted) denotation of the words as forming the mean- 
ing of the sentence,.only where we find that the meaning of the Word as used 
-by itself serves no purpose and hence becomes useless,—and not in all 
cases ;—-our idea being that (if it can serve no useful purpose as the isolated 
meaning of the word) it may serve some purpose by being taken as the | 
qualified meaning of the sentence. 
This same reasoning also sets aside the other objection that “the Word 
(‘ white’) does not denote the exclusion of other qualities” (see Test, p. 33, 
1, 18), [That is, we can take the word as denoting the exclusion of. other 
qualities if we find that, if not so taken, it becomes useless. ] 
Further, the Accusative and other case-endings appearing at the end of 
_ @ noun clearly indicate the rule that the denotation of the noun qualifies 
{and restricts) the signification of those endings; and this pat ionlar rule | 
- ~ (that the Accusative ending appearing along with the word ‘gam’ signifies 
‘the objective character as restricted to the cow) would set aside the general rule - 
| . (that the Accusative ending signifies the objective character in general). 
. ‘Lastly, it has been urged (Text, p. 33, 1. 21) that.“ groups of words. 
3 (senbénes) are found to be composed by human beings”.—This has been. 
> refuted by us by such arguments as that people have no remembrance fidea 
of any human beings as the composers of Vedic sentences] (see Text, p. 15, 
1. 28).. Further, we do not find among human beings any such capacity as 
“would enable them to compose sentences on such (supersensuous) subjects (as 
Sacrifice, Heaven and the like). 


SUTRA (26). 
iy ‘REGARD TO THE ORDINARY (WORLDLY) THINGS,—INASMUOH AS 
“THERE Is CONTACT (OF THE THING WITH THE ORGANS OF PERCEP- 
TON). 1s POSSIBLE FOR SENTENCES TO BE ACTUALLY 
COMPOSED IN USAGE. 


_ Bhiisya. 


! thes been shim that. it is not possible for human bai to compose 
ncas dealing with- ‘supersensuous things.] In regard to the things of 
id, it is possible. (for men), after: having actually perceived the 
l jompose. senterices. speaking of these things,—such as ‘the swans. 
g among the clusters of e lotusos, ¢ ete.” Husoted by t the Tarapat:. 


all that has’ gone aovo 1 donolude that the donnéatad ides that 
ath anes by performing | the e Aina is obtained out of just phage 
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meanings (ideas) that are severally expressed by the words (a) ‘ Svarga- 
kamah’ (Desiring Heaven), (b) ‘guhuydt’ (one should offer), and (c) ‘ Agni- 
hotram’ (the Agnihotra sacrifice) ;—the comprehension of the meanings of 
words being derived from Words, and the meaning of the Sentence being 
derived from the meanings of the component words. 


 ADRTKARANA (8): The Veda is not the work of any Person. 


SUTRA (27). 


[Parvapaksa]— ‘‘SOME PEOPLE REGARD THE VEDAS TO BE MODERN, 
BECAUSE THEY ARE NAMED AFTER PERSONS.” 


Bhiisya. 


Says the Pirvapaksin :—“ It has been declared above that ‘ Dharma is 
that which is indicated by the Vedic Injunction as conducive to the highest 


good’, because relation between Words and their meanings is not crea- 
_ ted by man. Our objections regarding Words and Sentences have been 


answered (by the Siddhdntin). We are now going to attack the Siddhdnia 
doctrine from another standpoint: What we say now is that the Vedic 
Injunctions themselves are the work of human beings; that. is, the Vedas 
belong to recent times, being composed in modern days: and as the Injune- 
tions are all contained in the Vedas,—if the Vedas are the work of human 
_ authors, the Injunctions also must doubtless be the work of human authors. 
The Siddhantin may ask— On what grounds do some people regard the 


~. Vedas as composed (by man) ? ’—The answer is—Because they are named after 
persons; asa matter of fact, we find that the Vedas are named after certain 


- -men,—being named as ‘Kathaka’ (composed by Kathaka), ‘Kdlaépaka’ 
(composed by Kaldpaka), ‘ Paippalada’ (composed by Pippaldda), ‘ Mau- 
“hula? (composed by Muhula), and so forth. Such naming would not be 
possible unless the texts had some connection (with the persons whose name 
they bear); and the man can have no connection with a text except that he 
is the author and the text is his work.—‘ But the name might be due to 
the text having been expounded (not composed, by the person).’—That can- 
“not be, we reply; the qualification of a thing is always such as is peculiar to 
that thing itself; and it is only the author that can be one only for a text, 
the expounders might be many [so that the distinguishing name could not 


- be based upon those expounding it; as in that case there would be noreason | 


for the text being named after any one of the expounders]—From all this 
we conclude that there must have been an author of the Vedic Injunctions, 
even though we do not remember (have no idea of) him. And therefore ‘ the 


~~» Dharma indicated by the Vedic Injunction’ cannot be accepted as authori- 
bo tative. n: 


SUTRA (28). mA 
| onvararcea concluded |— a ALSO BECAUSE WE FIND EPHEMERAL 
_ THINGS (MENTIONED IN THE VEDA) ne 
> Bhāşya. l 
WA In the Veda we find several such things spoken ofe asare prone to birth 


-and death; for instance, we find such. sentences as—‘ Babara, the son of 
Dacia desired, (Patti. Sar. T de 1.20}, E Kusunda, the son of Udda- : 


$ 
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lake, desired ( Taitti. Sa. 7.2. 2), and so forth. Now the ‘son of Uddalaka’ 

must be born of Uddilaka; and if so, the text speaking of him could not 

have existed.before his birth. In this way also, the non-eternality (of the 

` Veda) becomes established.” a oe . 

SUTRA (29). 

{[SrppHAntTa]—IT HAS ALREADY BEEN EXPLAINED THAT THERE IS AN 
UNBROKEN CONTINUITY OF THE TEXT, 


Bhasya. 


We have already explained that (under S@. 5) there is an unbroken tra-. 
dition of the text among the students of the Veda [which proves that the 
Veda is eternal]; all that we have to do here is to answer the objections 
(urged by the Parvapaksin);. and this we are going to do in the following 
Siiras. i 


SUTRA (30). 
THE NAME IS DUE TO EXPOUNDING. 
Bhasya. 


It has been urged by the Parvapakgin that such names of Vedic texts 
as ‘ Kathaka’ and the like must be indicative of the auéhor—Our answer to 


this is as follows:—-No such presumption (of the author) is justifiable; as i 
people might call a text by the name of one who is not the author at all; it 
is possible that all that Katha and other persons (whose names are applied to. 
certain Vedic texts) have done.is such superior expounding of the text as has 


not been done by any one else; and there are people who call texts by the 
names of such exceptional expounders. Then again, we are told that, while 
Vaishanpayana was a student of all the Vedic texts (of the Yajsurvada), 
Katha taught only the one particular Recensional text (which is named 
after him), and among the many students of several Recensions,. if any one 
man concentrates upon a single Recension and does not study any other 
Recension, he becomes an expert in that Recension, and as such it is only 
natural that he should be specially connected with that Recension which 


may be distinguished (from other texts) by its connection with him. [So 


that the name of the text does not peas | indicate an author.]. 


SOTRA (31). 
IN BEALITY, THERE IS. ONLY A SIMILARITY OF ‘SOUNDS. 
_ Bhisya. 


“The Pariapakpin: has cited the term prāvāhaņi” (a8 & proper name 


occurring in the Veda, and hence ‘proving that the Veda came after. that 


person).—But this is not right. We do not know of any person of the name 

7 ravdhani’ cannot mean ‘the son of 

~ Pravéhana’; in fact the prefix ‘ pra’ is well: -known as signifying excellence, — 

ct of carrying; and we do not know of - 

oc the: combination of these two (pra vahanay as forming any common well. 
in. the praeihvant')s it is known aso 


Tof < Pravadhana’ ,—hence the term 


~ and the root ‘ vaha’ as signifying thec 


” 


known word ;—as regards | the rm ¢ 


i 
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signifying < progeny’ as well as ‘agent of an action’ ;—so that the term 
‘ pravihani’ signifies ‘one who carries things in an excellent manner ’ [and it 
cannot mean ‘the son of Pravadhana’, as we do not know of any person of the 
name of‘ Pravéhana’)}.—As for the term ‘babara’, it is only a word imitative 
of sound (produced by the blowing wind).—Thus the two words (‘ prévihani’ 
and ‘babara’) only express the everlasting thing (the blowing wind).—It is 


this that is meant by the words of the Siitra—‘ There is oniy æ- similarity of 
sounds.’ 


SUTRA (32).. 


On ACCOUNT OF PASSAGES BEING CORRELATED TO ACTIONS, THE PAS- 

SAGES IN QUESTION WOULD BE OF USE IN REGARD TO AN ACT. 

| Bhéasya. 

Asks the Opponent—‘‘ How do you know that all this (Veda) is not like 
the utterance of lunatics and children? As a matter of fact, we find in it 
such sentences as ‘Trees sat at the sacrificial session’, ‘ hd inet sat at the 
sacrificial session’, ‘The old bull sings maddening songs’. Now, how could 
the ‘old bull’ sing? How too could ‘ trees’ or “serpents” sit at sacrifices ?”? 

‘The answer to this is as follows:—As a rule we find the sentences 
occurring in the Veda laid down as mutually connected.—‘‘ How so ?”— 
Having stated the word ‘Jyotistomah’, the term ‘ should be performed’ 
is added ;-—-then the question arising as to the means of the performance— 
“by what is it to,be performed ?’—the term ‘by means of the Soma’ is 
~ added ;—then arises the question, ‘for what purpose ?’;—and in answer 
there is the term ‘for tho purpose of attaining heaven’ ;—then comes the 
question, ‘in what manner ?’—and the answer is ‘thus, by this process’. 
- ‘Thus seeing that the entire passage affords an idea which is the sum total of 
what is expressed by each of the terms described above,—how could we say 
that itis like the utterance of a lunatic or a child ? 

«But the statement that we pend to the effect that ‘ Trees sat'at the sacri- 
ficial session” is clearly absurd. 

- It is not absurd. In the first place, even if this particular statement 
were absurd, that. would not make all other statements—such as ‘Desiring 
heaven, one. should perform the Agnihotra’—absurd.—But in reality, even 
such statements as ‘Trees sat at the sacrificial session’ are not absurd. 
They serve to eulogise the sacrificial session; the sense being, ‘even such - 
inanimate things as trees’ performed this sacrifice, what to say of learned 
-Brahmanas?’ Just as in common parlance we say ‘At evening-time even 
. animals do not graze, what to say of learned Brihmanas ?’—-Further, the 
teaching in the Veda being found irreproachable, wholesome and definite, 
~ how could it ever be senate to be. ike, Mie utterance of Tanaties end 
| ghildren? o a ; 
I For these reasons, it boonies atatilished that ‘Dharma a8 what 48 indi- 
i cated by Vedic Injunctions as conducive to the highest good’. 


Thus ends Pada I of Adhyaya p. 
i the o Parbaptda, 


PADA Il. 
Authority of the A rthava da. 
ADErRARAWA (1): Authority of A rihavā da Passages 
in general. 
SOTRA (1).. 


[PŪRVAPAKŞA]—“ THE PURPOSE OF THE VEDA LYING IN THE ENJOIN- 
ING OF ACTIONS, THOSE PARTS OF THE VEDA WHICH DO NOT SERVE 
THAT PURPOSE ARE USELESS; IN THESH THEREFORE THE VEDA IS 
DECLARED TO BH NON-ETERNAL (UNRELIABLE)." a 


Bhs, YQ. 


[Having established the authoritative character of the Veda, the Author 


now proceeds to explain the usefulness, with regard to Dharma, of the whole 
Veda, consisting of Vidhi (Injunction), Arthavdda (Valedictory Passages), 
Mantras and. Names, each of these being considered separately with 


< reference to its own specific use.—The use of Vidhi, Injunction, has been 


discussed fully in the preceding Pada, where it has been shown that it is the 
only means of knowing Dharma. The present Sūtra starts the consideration 
of the Arthavada or Valedictory Passages. ] 

| The propounders of the scripture read (in the Veda) such passages as— 
(a) ‘He wept (arodit) ;—because he wept, Rudra came to be called Rudra’ 
(Laittiriya-Samhita 1-51), (b) ‘Prajépati cut out his own fat’ (Latttiriya- 
Samhita 2. 1.1), (c) ‘The deities, on coming to the sacrificial ground, did not 
know the directions’ (Taitiiriya-Samhitad 6. 1. 5).—-In connection with these, 
the question arises—-Do these bring about the knowledge of any Dharma 
or not? 

The Pirvapaksa view is stated as follows :—. 

“The propounders of the scripture quote texts only for the purpose of 
explaining in what manner an act is to be performed. Such being the case, 
if there are passages which do not indicate an act to be done, or some detail 
connected with the act, and which speak of only past events,—such for 
instance as ‘ Rudra wept’, ‘Prajapati cut out the fat’, ‘the deities did not 
know the directions’ and so forth,—of what Dharma could these bring about 

a knowledge ?—It might be said that ‘some suitable meaning (tending to 


indicate an act to be done) might be got out of even such passages, by the — 
several methods of indirect interpretation,—such as (a) supplying of ellipsis, — 


(6) changing the forms of words, OB -connecting what is disconnected, 


>.: (d) disconnecting what is connected, and (¢) imputing a figurative meaning. 
[Examples of these methods are given in the Shlokavartika, Sütra 1, verses _ 


` 54-58] '.—Even if such a meaning: ‘could. be assumed, what is the definite 


meaning that could be actually assumed ? Iteould only be the following (a). 


$ Rudra wept, therefore other people : also should weep’, (b)< -Prajāpati cut out 
his fat, therefore other ‘people also should cut out their fat?, (e) ‘At the time 
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of the sacrifice, the deities did not know the directions, therefore other people 
also should not know the directions. ’—-But none of these acts could be done ; 
for instance, (a) when a man sheds tears either on account of separation from 
_ a loved person or by reason of being hurt, that action is called ‘ weeping’; 
and certainly no one does this act voluntarily ;—(6) nor can any one cut out- 
his own fat, offer it into the fire, and with the hornless animal rising out 
of it, perform a sacrifice ;—(c) nor could people be voluntarily bewildered 
regarding the directions at the time of a sacrificial performance.—For these 
reasons we conclude that all these passages must be tiseless.—And_becatise 
they are ‘ useless,’ therefore they are described as ‘ non-eternal’ ; which means 
that ‘ though (being contained in the Veda) they are eternal, yet they do not 
serve any eternal (lasting) purpose’.—This attack is aimed at a few of the 
sentences (in the Veda, i.e only Arthavédas), not against the entire body of 
Vedic texts.—‘ But if a portion of a number of mutually related words 
is rejected, they become defective and as. such unable to serve their purpose; _ 
consequently the rejection of a part must mean the rejection of the whole’.— 
Not so; there are certain groups of words (sentences) which are capable of 
~ enjoining a certain act, even without any Arthavidas (Valedictory Passages) ; 
it is only such sentences as by reason of being connected with the Valedic-. 
_ tory Passages, enjoin something quite different, that become rejected by the 
ee rejection of those evens! Passages ’’. 


SUTRA (2). 


- PPonvaraxsa continued|—“ ALSO BECAUSE THERE IS CONTRADICTION 
OF THE SORIPTURES AND OF DIRECTLY PERCEIVED FACTS.” 


Bhasya. 


‘There are such passages in the Veda as—(a) ‘The Mind is a thief’, 
t Speech isa liar’ and so forth: These passages, containing mere descriptions 
of accomplished things, cannot serve as the means of knowing Dharma.— 
Even if some indirect meaning could be assumed by the indirect methods 
of interpretation, the only injunction of actions that could be derived from 
these would be—(a) that * one should commit theft’, and that (b) * one should 
‘tell lies’; and the acts thus enjoined cannot be performed without trans- 
gressing the prohibitions of stealing and of telling lies. Nor could the two 
(Stealing and Not-stealing, or Lying and Not-lying) be taken as optional 
alternatives ; as the two do not stand on the same footing: in the case of 
~one (ie. Stealing) the injunction is assumed (on the basis of the Arthavada 
-4 the mind is a thief’ ), while in that of the other (Not- stealing), we paven the 
direct injunction (* thou shalt not steal’). 
“Then again, there is contradiction of i perceived facts also: For. 
; example— During the day, it is only the smoke of the fire that is seen, not 
- its flame, and during the night only. the flame of the fire is seen, not the 
smoke’ (Lait. Bra. 2. L 2); and in support of this statement we have the 
further assertion—‘ The Fire: going forth from this World enters the Sun, and 
during the night the Sun enters the Fire’.—Both these statements (of fire 
; os the Bun and the Sun anne the ses: are  comteaay to parce abe 
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facts; and hence cannot prove the aforesaid restrictive assertion (that ¢ it. ig 
the smoke alone” or ‘the flame alone’ that is seen).. 

“ Another example of the contradiction of perceptible facta we have in 
the passage—‘ We know not whether we are Brahmanas or Non-Brihmanas ° 
(Gopatha-Brahmana 5. 21). In the first place this sentence, not laying down 
anything in regard to any action, is useless. Secondly, if it actually means 
that ‘we do not know whether we are Brahmanas or Non-Brahmanas’, then 
it is contrary to a perceptible fact, and as such cannot be true. . 

*« An example of the contradiction of what is stated-in the scriptures we 


have in the passage—t Who knows whether one lives in the other world or _ 


not’ (Laittiriya-Samhitd 7. 2.2; 6. 1. 1).—I£ it is a mere question, then, 
serving no purpose regarding any act, it is useless. If it expresses a rea} 
uncertainty, then it is contrary to what is declared in the Scriptures ({regard- 


- ing men going, after death, to regions other than the Earth). And thus 


1 
5 


being contrary to well-ascertained facts, the statement cannot be true.” 


SUTRA ` (3). 


Coron continued |—‘* ALSO SNOATOR OF THE ABSENCE OF 
RESULTS.’ 


Bhasya. 


“With reference to the Gargatriradtra Brahmana, it is said ‘If one knows | 
this, his face shines’ (Téndya Mahdbrahmana 20. 16. 6). If this is a mere 
statement of an accomplished fact, then it has no value. If it describes. the 
result following from the reading of the particular text, then it is a descrip- 
tion of what does not exist (is not true).—‘ But the result may come at 
some future time’.—There is no evidence for this.—‘: The statement may be 
taken as an Injunction (of the result) ’.—But the sentence is not capable of 
being taken as an Injunction; and further, it is going to be considered 


later on, under the Süira ‘ Dravydsamskdrakarmasu, etc.’ (4. 3. 1), whether a 
such passages as the one under consideration are Injunctions of results or 


Arthavada [and the conclusion arrived at there is going to be that they are 
Arthavéda}. In the present context all that we have to consider is whether 
the passage is a mere description of an established fact, or it lays down 
something helpful to an Action [and we have seen that as a description it is 
untrue, and it does not lay down anything in connection with any Action]. 

Another example of the same kind is the passage— If a man knows 
this, an Ra wealthy child i is born among his progeny’. 


SUTRA (4). 


‘[Ponvaraxsa continued|— Buoausn OF THE USELESSNESS OF OTHER 
- (acts).” sae . 


` Bhisya, > 


aa There a are the following three texts—(1) ‘By pouring the Final Obla: 
tion one fulfils all desires’ (Taiti. Bra. 3. 8. 10); {2)* One who performs the — 
Pashubandha sacrifice wins all regions’ ; (3) ‘He passes beyond death, he 


_ possen a shes sin of Brahmana-slaughter who mon the A shwamedha 


ee 
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sacrifices, as also one who knows this’ Now if ‘tease are mere descriptions - 
of established facts, then they are useless. If they lay down the actual 
- results following from the acts mentioned, then there is no. use for any other 
acts. For instance, (a) until the Final Oblation has been already poured into 
the Fire, the Agnihotra and other. acts are not completed [so that if all 
desires were to be fulfilled by the pouring of the Final Oblation, then there 
would be no need for performing the Agnihotra or any other act];—(6) simi- 
larly, until the Agnisomiya (which is a kind of Pashubandha) has been per- 
formed, the Soma-sacrifice is not completed [so that if all regions including 
_ heaven were actually won by the performance of the Pashubandha, there 
would be no need for the performance of the Soma-sacrifice, for the purpose 
of attaining heaven] ;—(c) similarly, until they have read the section deal- 
ing with the Ashvamedha, people do not perform the Ashvamedha Sacrifice 
{so that if immortality and freedom from sins were already attained by the 
mere knowledge of the Ashvamedha, there would be no need for performing the 
sacrifice]. So that the case of all this should be like the case where men 
‘séeking for honey would never leave the honey found on the Arka-plant 
: growing on the way and proceed further on to the mountain. To this end 
there is the popular saying—‘If honey can be found on the Arka plant, 
wherefore should one go-to the mountain? which wise man would go on 
` working after the desired object has been attained ?? 


SUTRA (5). 
- [Porvaraxga continued|—* ALSO BECAUSE OF THE PROHIBITING OF 
WHAT CANNOT BE PROHIBITED.’ 
` Bhasya. 


“Such passages as ‘The Fire shall not be kindled on the Earth, nor in 
the Sky, nor in Heaven’ (Taitti. Samhita 5.2. 7) prohibits things which are in- 
eapable of being prohibited. For instance, it is already known (without the 


help of the text) that fire cannot be kindled in the Sky or in Heaven; as for ` 


the kindling of fire on the Harth, if a sentence were to prohibit that, it 
would mean the prohibition of all kindling (of fire).—If we take the state- 
ment as not true, then these incongruities do not arise. In fact, how can 
that be true (a valid means of knowledge) which perturbs (goes against) 
another Injunction, (that of jfire-kindling for instance), and is itself con- 

- founded (as prohibiting the Kindling in the Sky); in the case in question, 

the prohibition that ‘fire shall not be kindled’ would go directly against the 

_ injunction that ‘fire shall be kindled after plese a piece of sog on the 
FS, (Tbid:). 


SUTRA (6). 


_ (Ronvaraxsa concluded} —* BECAUSE oF THE MENTION OF NON- 
; ETERNAL ‘THINGS.’ ae ; 


| Bhiisya. cage 


‘To geneet ok with the authoritative. character of the Veda, the objec- 
-tion that there is mention of non-eternal things in the Veda‘has been answered 
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by the declaration that ‘it is merely a similarity of sounds’ (Si. 1. 1. 21)— 
The same objection is raised here again in support of the attack upon some 
parts of the Veda—on the basis of the mention in the Veda, of such appa- 
rently ephemeral things as ‘ Babara, the son of Pravaéhana, desired’ (Taiti. 
Sam. 7. 1. 10). ; 


SUTRA (7). 
‘(SrppHinra]—Beine CONSTRUED ALONG WITH INJUNCTION, THEY 


WOULD SERVE THE PURPOSE OF COMMENDING THOSE 
INJUNCTIONS, 


Bhiisy ; 


[The Bhāşya proceeds with the Siddhanta, in connection with a passage dis- 
tinct from all those that have been cited by the opponent; the reason for this 
has been thus-explained in the Tantravartika: As regards the passages cited by the 
opponent, even. in their literal significations they are open to.doubt ; consequently to 
begin with them would entail the additional initial effort of proving those to be 
true and then showing their bearing upon an Injunction; and inasmuch as this 
initial. effort would be of no consequence regarding the connection of Arthavida 
passages with Injunctions,—-which is the real subject-matter of the present con- 
-text,—the Bhasya has cited a passage which, in its literal signification, is universally 
recognised to be true; whereby it becomes easier to explain that such passages are 
glorifications, to be taken along with Injunctive passages, and as such help in the 
knowledge of Dharma; and to facilitate the matter further, the Bhāsya cites a 
passage which is instantly recognised as one to be taken along with, and forming 
part of, a direct Injunction.] 

The following text is found in the Veda—‘ One desiring prosperity should 
sacrifice the animal Shveta dedicated te Vayu;—Vayu is the eftest 
deity;....he leads the man to prosperity’ (Taitti. Sam. 2. 1. 1). Though the 
entends ‘ Vayu is the eftest deity’ does not indicate any action (to be done), 
or anything connected with an action, yet it becomes a valid means of 
knowledge by being construed with an injunctive sentence; in the entire 
passage quoted, the sentence ending with ‘ bhiitikdmah’—i.e. the sentence 
‘One desiring prosperity should sacrifice the animal dedicated to Vayw’,—is 


injunctive; and it is with this injunctive sentence, that the sentence in- 5 


question—‘ Vayu is the eftest deity’—is construed.—“ But how can there 


‘be any syntactical connection between the two sentences ?’—There is 


syntactical connection between the Injunction and the eulogy, because 
the words (of the two sentences) are interdependent; the construction 
being—‘One desiring prosperity should sacrifice, why ?—because Vayu 


is the eftest deity’. [With a view to avoid the need of the sentence 


eulogising Vayu] the injunctive sentence may be sought to be construed in 
the following way—‘The man desiring prosperity should. sacrifice the 
animal,—why should he sacrifice it ?—because prosperity results from the 


. sacrifice ’.—But this construction will not be acceptable if the two concepts. = 
(sacrifice? and ‘ results’) are totally | distinct, and hence. if both were predi- . 


» gated, there would be a syntactical split. 


It may be asked—* Why should there be commendation (of the enjoined 
~, act) t” —There is commendation for the purpose of making the Act attrac- = 
tive and hence. permed: -ff Evan’ without t the: capiainendie tory, "entente, 
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the performance of the Act would be secured by the force of the injunction 
itself, ending with the term ‘bhiitikdmah’, so that the commendatory 
sentence is absolutely useless’”.—Not so; as a matter of fact, if there 
were no commendatory words, then the enjoining would be accomplished by 
the preceding sentence (ending with ‘bhiitikamah’, i.e. only the sentence 
‘one desiring prosperity should sacrifice the animal dedicated to Vayu’ J; 
but when the commendatory sentence is there, then the enjoining of the 
sacrifice for the man desiring prosperity would not be accomplished (without 
the help of the eulogy). For instance, when we have the simple sentence 
‘Palo bhavati’, it expregses the sense that the cloth is produced, as the two 
words forming the sentence are complete by themselves and do not need any 
other factor: but when along with the same two words we find the third 
- word ‘raktam’ {red), then we get the further sense that there is connection 
- with colour; and inthis case the first two words do stand in need of being 
construed with the word ‘raktam’ (which otherwise would be wholly un- 
connected and hence meaningless), In the same. manner, if there were no 
commendatory words, then the necessary persuasion (needed by the Injune- 
tion) would be done by the Injunctive word itself. But when there is a 
` commendatory word, the persuasion is done by the praising.—‘ But even 
so, why should we have the commendatory word at all? When (as you say) 
its presence makes the Injunction ose its injunctive force, it had better not 


<- be there; specially: as if it were not there, the necessary persuasion would | 


af be done by the preceding Injunctive sentence itself’’.—True; even without 
the commendatory word, the persuasion could be accomplished; but the 


commendatory word is.there; and when it is there, the sense that is e 


expressed by it is the commending ‘(of the Act); and this commend- 
ing is the purpose served by both the sentences [the injunctive and 
the commendatory sentences. The object commended, i.e. the Act, is 
indieated by the Injunctive sentence,—no commending is possible without 
any indication of what is commended,—so the Injunctive sentence also, in 


this way, serves the purpose of commending.—Tantravartika, Trans. p. 37]. 


It is only when the commendatory Word is not there that the persuasion 


may be regarded as being done by the Injunctive sentence (which involves 


a highly complicated process).—‘‘ Even when the cornmendatory words are 
there, inasmuch as the preceding sentence has the clearly injunctive form, 
the injunction would be naturally regarded as expressed by that sentence, 
and there would be no need felt for connecting that sentence with the 
commendatory words. It might be argued that——‘in this way, the commen- 
datory words. would be meaningless and incomplete’ ;—our answer to 
this would be that, yes, they would be meaningless; let them be so.” 


Solong as the Words afford good sense, they cannot be regarded as 


meaningless. As a matter of fact, the injunctive sentence is capable, in- 


‘dependently by itself, of enjoining: its: object, and it is also capable of being 


construed along with the. commendatory words. And in the case in 

question, the fact that it can be so construed is clearly manifest. For this 

reason, we take the commendatory words | as containing. the commendation 

of, what is enjoined. by the Injunction. [E asmāt’, from the commendatory 
text i in- auartions a celal pof whati is RN 


i 
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y as ‘wrong (or a readings: 
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“We could deduco the ojaneon from the injunctive sentence in- 
dependently by itself.” 

That may be so; if that is so, there i is nothing incongruous in it. But 
when the connection of the commendatory words is there, the desired In- 
junction cannot be expressed (by the Injunctive sentence, independently 
by itself). Every Sentence indicates a relationship; if then, the Injunctive 
sentence were to indicate two relationships—such as,—( 1) ‘ one desiring pros- 
perity, should sacrifice’, and (2) ‘by sacrificing, such and such good things 
would be accomplished’,—then there would be a syntactical split. 


It has been argued above (Text, p. 39, 1. 9) that-—“ the sentence in 


question (‘ Vayu is the eftest deity’) does not express an act, nor anything 
connected with an act [and hence it is useless]. ”—The answer to this given 


by the Sūtra is that the eulogistic passages ‘would serve the purpose of com- . 


mending the Injunctions’; that is, the commendatory words, eulogising the 
g a 


Act (enjoined), persuade the performers and thus help the Act itself. In 


this same manner all such (commendatory) words eulogise something and 
thereby help its being enjoined. 


From all this we conclude that such sentences as ‘ Vayu is the eftest 


deity’ (Taitti. San. 2. 1. 1. 1) are useful as means of right knowledge (of 
Dharma); 


SUTRA (8). 


AND THE CONNECTION OF LONG-ESTABLISHED .TRADITION ALSO IS 
EQUALLY PRESENT (IN THE INJUNCTIVE AND THR COMMEN- 
DATORY Worps). 


Bhasya. 


The Opponent might argue as follows: :—‘* Even before the Commen- 
datory Words appear, the Injunctive Words, having the injunctive form, 


accomplish, independently, by themselves, the enjoining (of the act.to be 
enjoined); and the presence of the Commendatory Words must tae regarded 
(and rejected) as a wrong reading of the text”. 

It is not so; because they give very good sense; and also pecans 
‘the connection of long-established tradition is equally present’; that. is, 
all those characteristics that go to establish the ‘tradition’ are present 


` equally in the Injunctive and the Commendatory Words ;—such characteris- 
tics being—(a) ‘the text should be read on certain days, and should not 3 


be read on certain days’, (b) ‘ the text must be learnt from the mouth of the 


` Teacher’ , (c) ‘the rights and duties. of the. Teacher and the Pupil are such. 
. and such’, and so forth; all which are equally observed for the unimpeded 
study of all Vedic texts.—And further, there i is a firm remembrance (of the + 


entire Vedic text consisting of the Injunctive and the Commendatory Words). 
-—For these reasons, the “presence of the Commendatory Words cannot. be 
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| SUTRA (9). 

THE INCONGRUITY (URGED BY THE OPPONENT) IS NOT APPLICABLE 
(TO THE SEDDHANTA); BECAUSE THE INCONGRUITY COULD BE | 
| THERE ONLY IF AN ACTION WERE INDICATED (BY THE 

CoMMENDATORY WORDS); AS A MATTER OF. FACT, 
`. HOWEVER, WHAT THESE WORDS INDICATE IS 
CNOT AN ACTION. HENOE IT Is ALL RIGHT. 


Bhasya. 


The moneat? has been urged (by the Pirvapaksin under Sūtra 2) to 
the effect that “ there is contradiction of the scriptures and of directly per- 
ceived facts” and so-forth.—But as a matter of fact, this incongruity is 
not applicable to the sentences ‘He wept, etc., and the rest (which have 
> been cited by the Pérvapaksin,);—why ?—~because there would have been 
‘ contradiction’ (or incongruity) if the sentences had indicated (or enjoined) 
the action of ‘stealing’ and so forth; as a matter of fact, however, what the 
words indicate is not an action. Hence all these texts—* The mind is a thief’, 
‘The speech is a liar’—are all right (not incongruous). i 


SŪTRA (10). 
4 THEN THERE IS INDIRECT APPLICATION (FIGURATIVE EXPRESSION). 
~ l _ Bhasya. | 
‘Says the: Opponané: — Tt has been asserted (by the Siddhéntin, Text, 
p. 43, 1. 7) that the commendation serves the purpose of recommending the 
enjoined act. But how will this be possible in a case where what is 
commended is totally different from what is enjoined? For instance, we 


find the injunction laying down that ‘ Fire is to be removed by a branch of the 
Vetasa or by Moss’ (Taitti. Sam. 5. 4. 4) where the things enjoined are the 


Vetasa and the Moss; while what is commended in the connected commen- ` 


datory sentence—* Water is calm’ (Taitti. Sam. 5.4. 4)—is Water. [Certainly 
the praise of Water does not recommend the use of the Vetasa or the 
Moss.” 

The answer to this is that ‘there is indirect application’ . It is an 
indirect or figurative way of saying things when, for the purpose of eulogising 
-a certain thing, we praise another thing related to it. In the case in 
question; Water is the origin of the Veiasa and Moss; these grow out of 
Water; and by the praise of the origin, the thing growing out of that origin 
‘becomes | ‘praised; for instance, Devadatta born in the Ashmaka country 
‘regards: himself as praised when the Ashmaka country is praised. The 
` same should be understood to be the case. we the sentence | in question 


= (dealing with Vetasa—M. oss and Water). 


<o The Opponent asks— To. what. Tajonction is the conmnendatory 
sentence ‘He wept’ auxiliary?” ooo 

Tbs: auxiliary to (and. to be. taken. aie with) the 5 Tnjunotion that 
‘Silver shall not be given on the Barhis’ (Taiiti. Sam. 1.5.1. 2).—* How 


3 “Lg : 
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so ?”’-—Because of the mutual requirements of the words of the two texts: 
For instance, first of all we have the sentence ‘ He wept, and the fact that. 
he wept makes Rudra rudra’ (Taitti. Sam. 1. 5. 1),—and here the pronoun 
-< he’ requires (refers to) some subject spoken of in the context, as such is 
the signification of the pronoun ‘tat’ (of which ‘sah’, ‘he’, is the nomina- 
tive form); next follows the sentence ‘his tears that flowed became silver’, 
where also the pronoun ‘tasya’, ‘his’, refers to the same aforesaid sub- 
ject ;—[thus the idea expressed by the two, sentences taken together is 
that ‘The tears that flowed when Rudra wept became silver ’].—Now this 
idea supplies the justification for the Prohibitive Injunction that ‘silver 
should not be given on the Barhis’,—this justification being that, ‘ if 
one gave silver at the sacrifice, then before a year passes, there shall be 
weeping in his house’, (Taitti. Sam. 1. 5. 1. 2)—and for this reason ‘ one . 
shall not give silver on the Barhis’. Thus it is found that. all the words 
of the two texts are mutually complementary. —“ But in what manner do 
the words of the deprecatory text help the Injunction ?’’—They do it by 
‘indirect. implication’ (of excellence); the sense being that ‘silver being 
produced from tears turns into tears for one who gives silver’, and hence it 
constitutes the excellence of the Prohibitive Injunction that one who cheye 
it (and does, not give: silver) is saved from the weeping. 

“(a) But when there was no real weeping, how can it be said that. 
the wept’? (b) How too can the silver be spoken of as produced from 


7 _ tears, when, as a matter of fact, it is not produced from tears? (c) Lastly, 


when we actually find that there is no weeping in the house ‘ before a year 
passes’, how can it be asserted that ‘there is weeping’ ?” 

The answer to this is that—‘ There is indirect application” ; that is, 
all these words are used in the indirect (figurative) sense. (a) It is said 
that ‘Rudra wept’, because the name ‘rudra’ is derived from. the root 
‘rud, to weep’;—(b) even though silver is not produced from tears, the 
speaker, wishing to. decry it, describes it as produced from tears, on the 
basis of its having the same colour (white) as tears ;—(c) again, it: is with 
a view to decrying silver that the speaker asserts that ‘there is weeping 
in the house before the year passes’, on the basis of the fact that the giving 
away of wealth (and silver is a form of wealth) causes pain. 

Similarly, there is the Injunction ~~‘ Tf one desires offspring or cattle, he: 
should sacrifice the . hornless: goat: dedicated to Prajapati’ (Tæitti. San. 
2.1.1. 4, 5); and as this Injunction requires supplementing, we have the . 
following passage as its auxiliary—‘ Prajapati cut out his own fat’ (Tatiti. 
Sam. 2. 1. 1. 4).—“*What is the indirect implication here” 1—It is this: 
‘There were no cattle at the time when Prajapati cut out his fat; but such 
was the force of the act (of cutting the fat and offering it) that as soon as the 
fat was thrown into the fire, a hornless goat rose out of it ;——thus it is that 
By by: sacrificing the hornless goat one acquires | many. cattle’ — «When iis 

: reality, Prajapati never cut out his fat, how. was it stated that. he did it? ee 
~The answer to this is that the mention. of an event that never happened 
serves. the purpose of eulogising (the act), because it is clear that some: 

_ praising is meant. Whenever an event is. „mentioned, . it produces. two: 
piore 1) a knowledge of the event itself and 1 (2) attraction to, or repulsion 
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from, a certain thing. Of these, the knowledge of an event does not 
lead either to any activity or to any desisting from activity, so that serving 
no purpose in regard to actions, it would be useless; and hence the men- 


tion of the event in question cannot be taken as meant to serve the purpose | 


of bringing about the knowledge of the event. On the other hand, through 
attraction, one undertakes the act, and through repulsion, one desists from 
the act; these therefore are meant to be brought about by such mention 
of events. If the mention of events were itself meant to be predicated 
by the Vedic text, then it would make the Veda open to the charge of 
having a beginning.—“ But how is it that the Veda makes such a baseless 


statement as the one under consideration ?”--The answer to this is as _ 


follows: [The statement, even in its literal sense, need not be entirely 
- baseless; for instance] ‘ Prajapatt’ may be taken as standing for any 
eternal entity such as (a) Air, or (b) Akdsha, or (c) the Sun;—‘ the 


` gutting of his own fat’ may stand (respectively) for (a) rain, or (b) wind, or, 


(c) rays ;—as for ‘ the throwing into fire’, ‘fire’ may stand for (a) lightning, 
or (b) light, or (c) the ordinary fire ;—lastly, as regards the ‘rising of the 
goat’, the ‘goat’ may stand for (a) food, or (b) seed, or (c) creepers.-Having 
_ * sacrificed ’,—i.e. made use of—this ‘goat’, one obtains offspring and cattle. 
—In this explanation, all the words are taken in their ‘indirect’ (‘figura- 
tive’) sense. 

Lastly, there is the injunction that ‘The Préyaniya charu is to be 


| offered. to Aditi; —the Udayaniya charu is to be offered to Aditi’ (Taitti. 


Sam. 6.1.5.1); and’as an auxiliary to this Injunction, we have the 
` passage—*The gods on reaching the sacrificial ground, did not know the 


directions ’ (Ibid.) ; that this is so is clear from the fact that this eulogistic- 


statement is wanted (by the Injunction) ;—and the meaning of the eulogy 
is that ‘The charu-offering to Aditi destroys all illusions, and so also the 
illusion in regard to the directions ’.—‘ How is it that the text speaks of 
illusion regarding directions, when there was never any such illusion in 
fact ?”~-The answer to this is as follows:—At the time of performing a 
 gacrifice, when a host of details not pertaining to the sacrifice in hand present 
themselves, the mind of the performer becomes bewildered ; and it is this 
bewilderment that is figuratively spoken of as ‘illusion’; and that this is 
so is shown by the fact that the act of offering of ‘the Charu to Aditi’ 

_ provides the respite necessary for the performer to collect his mind and 
settle the actual details to be taken up. 


[After having gone through the performance of the Darsha-piirnaméasa, 


when a man comes to take up the Soma-sacrifice, and finds that the details 


relating to the latter are different from those that he has been accustomed 


‘to in the former sacrifice, he becomes bewildered as to the exact procedure ; 
it is this bewilderment that is Spoken of as ‘not knowing the directions’ .— 
Now on this occasion if the Préyaniya sacrifice to Aditi is performed, the 


-~ -details of which are similar to those of the Darsha-piirnamasa which are ~ 


- thoroughly known to the performer,—it provides the necessary interim of 
respite to enable him to collect his wits. about the details to be performed in 


~- gonnection with the Soma- -sacrifices l ‘Thus, inasmuch as this respite is- 
‘provided by the | Prayaniya sale it ee been sulogised as ‘helping to : 
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remove the bewilderment, figuratively spoken of as ‘not knowing. the direc- 
tions’.—-Tantravartika. | 


SOTRA (11). 


(a) ON THE SIMILARITY IN FORM, AND (b) ON THE CHARACTER OF 

THE GREATER PART [IS THE INDIRECT SIGNIFICATION BASED]. 

Bhägya. 
[This answers the first two objections. urged under Sūtra (2).] 

There is an injunction to the effect that ‘one should hold the gold-piece 
in one’s hand and then he (the Priest) takes it’ (see Maitra. Sam. 4..8. 2. 3) ; 
this injunction stands in need of aid, which is supplied by its auxiliary in: 
the shape of the statement that ‘the mind is a thief, and. speech is a liar.” 
This deprecatory assertion serves the purpose of commending the Gold; 
just as we have the statement—‘ What is the need for a sage? Feed Deva- 
datta alone.’-—* But even for decrying it, why should the mind, which 


is not a thief, be spoken of as thief? Why too the Speech, which is not - 


a liar, be spoken of as liar ?”—The answer is that this also is ‘figurative 
expression’, based (a) ‘upon the similarity of form’,—as thieves remain 
hidden, so Mind also remains unseen, the term ‘thief’ being taken in the 
- figurative sense of ‘one who remains hidden ’,—and ‘upon the character of 
the greater part’,—for the most part what people speak is untrue. 


SUTRA (12). 
BECAUSE OF THE GREATNESS OF DISTANCE. 
~ Bhiisya. 
[This answers the third objection urged under Sūtra (2).] 


As an example of a statement (in the Veda) contrary to directly per- 


ceived facts, the Opponent has cited the passage—‘ During the day only the 


smoke of fire was perceived, not the flame, and during the night only the 
flame of fire was perceived, not the smoke’ (Taitti. Brad. 2. 1. 2. 10).—This 
passage is auxiliary to the injunctive passage—‘In the evening one makes 
the offering with the Mantra, Agnirjyotirjyoti-ragnih svuahd, and in the morn- 


ing, one makes the offering with the Manira, Sūryo jyotirjyotih siiryah svuaha’, 


(Vajasa. Sam. 3.9) ;-—-which enjoins two mantras having inter-mixed impli- 
cations, and hence requires justification, and the sense of the Eulogy is that 
‘the Homa should be offered when both the deities are there’.—It is the 
fact of their being at a ‘great distance’ that is figuratively spoken of as 


the ‘not seeing’ of the smoke and the flame.. [The explanation of this 
statement lies in the fact that. during the day, when we Took at the Fire — 
burning at a great distance, we see the Smoke only; while at night, we = 
‘perceive the flame, not the Smoke. . -This statement er a well-known fact on 


‘serves as the basis for the Praise.] _ 


[The Tantravartika, Trans., pp. 46-47, says ibat the mantras as cited i im 
the Bhdsya are not. found to have ‘intermixed | implications’, as. one ` 
manira clearly speaks of Agni and 1 the other of Japa as the deity sand | 
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that the right mantras to be cited would have been ‘ (a) Agnirjyotirjyotih, 
stryah svahd, (b) Sdryojyotinjyoti-ragnih svdha’, ’, where both mantras speak of 
both Agni and Strya. ] i 
SOTRA (aa): 
ON ACCOUNT OF THE FAILINGS OF WOMEN, (THERE CAN BE NO 
CERTAINTY REGARDING ONE’S CASTE); SPECIALLY AS THE SON 
©- BELONGS TO THE PROGENITOR. 


_Bhasya. 
[This answers the fourth objection urged under Sūtra (2).] 


Another example of a Vedic text stating what is contrary to direct 
facts, cited by the Opponent is— We know not if we are Brahmanas or Non- 
Brahmanas’ (Maiirā. Sam. 1.4.11). This is auxiliary to the Injunction 
‘When the Pravaras are being recounted, one should say the deities are our 
fathers’(Ibid.), which stands in need. of justification ; and the meaning of the 
eulogistic passage is that‘ Even a Non-Brahmana would become a Bréhmana 

_by the recounting of Pravaras [and hence it is necessary for the Brahmana: 
also to recount his Pravaras, as one can never be sure of one’s Brāhmaņa- ` 
hood)’. It is dificult to know if one is really a Brahmana;—this is what 
is figuratively spoken, of as ‘we do not know’; and the difficulty in knowing - 
‘it for certain is due to ‘ the failings of women’, and also to the fact that ‘the 
son belongs to the progenitor’ ; this is also indicated by the advice ‘May you 
guard - this dynastic line with great care.’ (See Apastamba-Dharma-Siitra 


26. 18. 6.) 


SUTRA (14). 
ee IS DESIRE. FOR IMMEDIATE. GOOD. 
Bhasya. 
[This is an answer to the fifth objection urged under Sūtra (2). ] 

As an example of a Vedic text making: a statement contrary to. 
what is found in the Scriptures, the Opponent has cited the passage— 
‘Who knows that there is Heaven, etc. ?°  (Taitti. Sam. 6. 1. 1. 1.) This is 
an auxiliary to the Injunction that ‘One should set. up windows on all- 
sides’ (Ibid.), which stands in need of justification. The sense of the com- 
mendatory: sentence is that the making of windows brings perceptible (and 
immediate) comfort (by allowing the smoke to escape). The assertion 
of uncertainty regarding Heaven is to be taken in the figurative sense of 


coming after a long time (and hence not being so desirable as the. making 
of windows which brings immediate relies): 


O SOTRA a. 
cie is PRAISE OF Krownnnor, 
oe Bhiigya. oe F 
[This ¢ answers the objection urged under Sūtra (3): Į: 


“Under Sü. (3), the Opponent has cited. the passage,— — His. face shines 
who knows this ? x Tandya Me ahäbrā. 20, 16. 6. Mh ‘This i is an auxiliary to the’ 
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Injunction of reading the Gargatriratra-Brahmana, which stands in need. of 
justification. 

As for the second passage cited under the same Süira— An extremely 
wealthy child is born among his progeny oe is auxiliary to the injunction 
of ‘the careful study of the Veda. _ 

The shining of the face and the possession of wealth are paresis of 
‘guna’, (quality); and in this sense, the expressions are ‘ gauna’ (in the sense 
of being expressive of quality, and not in the sense of being indirect or figurative). 
The face of the learned teacher really shines, when it is looked up to by the 
pupils ; ;—and the child born in a family where the Veda is being constantly 
read becomes very intelligent, and on becoming learned, he obtains many 
gifts and becomes the possessor of much food (and wealth). [In the case. of 
these two passages, the direct meaning also is not incongruous in any way: 
hence these statements cannot be called ‘gunavdda” in the sense of in- 
direct or figurative assertion; hence the author has explained the term 
‘guna’ in relation to these passages as standing for Quality.]: 


SUTRA (16). 


THE MENTION OF ‘ALL’ REFERS TO THE FACT OF THE MAN BEING. 
ENTITLED (TO PERFORM ALL ACTS AND OBTAIN ALL THEIR 
REWARDS). 


Bhasya. 
[This answers the objections urged under Sùtra (4).] 


As an example of a passage that makes the performance of all acts 
useless, the Opponent has cited the text—‘ By means of the Final Oblation, 
one attains all desires’, This is an auxiliary to the injunction that ‘one 
should offer the Final Oblation’, which stands in need of support.—Another 

text cited by the Opponent is ‘He who knows the Ashvamedha also passes 
beyond death, ete.” (Taitti. Sam. 5. 3. 12. 2); and here the statement ‘ pass- 
es beyond death’ is auxiliary to the injunction that ‘one should know the 
Ashvamedha (texts)’ which stands in need of support. The mention of the 
results (in the injunctive text itself) is purely commendatory. 

When the text speaks of the man ‘attaining all desires’, it is only a 
figurative way of stating that he performs the acts bringing about. the 
reward in the shape of the attaining of all desires. And though ‘ all’ is not 


meant, yet the word ‘ all’ is used, in the sense of all that the man eed be 


entitled to. 
SOTRA an. 


Tae RESULT BEING ACCOMPLISHED BY MEANS OF Agiroxs, THE 
ve DIFFERENCE IN THE RESULTS COULD. BE DUE TO. THE oe 
: MAGNITUDE OF THE ACTIONS. 


“This i is a a bold assertion (in answer a the same objection. thas has been l 


o “onswered in the preceding Sūtra). ~—Even ifo one takes the statement i in question 


PREE 


E ae ee E REOS 


AAEREN ESETE: 
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(to the effect that ‘All desires are obtained by the Final Oblation’) as 
laying down the results actually following from the oblation,—-the statement 
would be quite reasonable even in its direct literal sense; and even though 
all results might really follow from. the Oblation, yet there ‘would be a 
difference in the quantity and quality (of the results as obtained by the sim- 
ple act of the Final Oblation, and as obtained by means of the more elaborate 
Sacrifices; and hence the actual performance of the latter would not be 
superfluous.) [Similarly even though the results of the Ashvamedha might be 
really obtained by the mere knowledge of the texts bearing on that sacrifice, 
yet the same results as obtained by the performance of the sacrifice would 

- be larger and better. 


SOTRA (18). 


Tam ANSWER TO THE LAST TWO (ARGUMENTS OF THE PORVAPAKSA) 
WOULD BE AS ALREADY EXPLAINED. 


Bhäsya. 


Under Sūtra (5), the Opponent has cited the passage ‘ The Fire is not to 
be kindled on the earth, nor in the sky, nor in heaven’ (Taitti. Sam. 5. 2,7. 1). 
This is auxiliary to the Injunction that ‘The Fire is to be kindled after 
placing a piece of gold under it’ (Ibid., 5. 2. 7. 3), which stands in need of 
. justification, The deprecation of the earth, sky, and heaven serves the | 
purpose of eulogising the gold. Though there is no possibility (of the fire 

being kindled in the sky or in heaven), yet the statement may be taken 
as referring to the well-known fact (that Fire cannot be kindled in the sky 
or in heaven). [The sense is that ‘just as the kindling of the Fire in the 
sky or in heaven is not possible, so it is also on the bare ground, hence a 
gold pisos should be placed under the fire’.—Taniravartika.] 

Under Si: (6) the mention of ephemeral things in such passages as 
| Babara prévihani desired’ (Tattti. Sam. 7. 1. 10. 2) has been cited by the 
Opponent, This objection (though already refuted in the Tarkapdda) was 
raised again (under Si. 6) with special reference to the Arthavada section. - 
of the Veda; and on the present occasion we shall refute it by simply 
asserting the authoritative character of the Arthavdda. 


ADHIKARANA (2): Treating of the authoritative character of 
such Arthavada passages as resemble Injunctions.‘ 


SUTRA (19). 


[PorvaraKxsa|—*‘ It SHOULD BE AN INJUNCTION, BECAUSE IT LAYS 
DOWN SOMETHING NOT ALREADY KNOWN; SPECIALLY AS A 
MERE NARRATION WOULD BE USELESS.” 


Bhiisya. 


[The Arthavddas containing mere descriptions of facts and events having 
been dealt with in the preceding Adhikarana, we now proceed to consider 
those Arihavddas that appear in the form of Injunctions.] 

The texts to be cited as examples in this connection are those passages 

which resemble Injunctions. For instance—‘ The sacrificial post is to he of 
Udumbara wood; the Udumbara wood is the essence of food; cattle are 
strong; through this strong Udumbara post one acquires strong cattle, for 
bringing about strength’. (See Taittiriya-Samhita 2. 1. 1. 6.)—Here the 
question arises—Does the sentence (‘ Through this strong Udumbara post ono 
acquires strong cattle’) serve as an injunction (of the particular result, the 
obtaining of strong cattle and strength, as following from the act of having the 
‘post of Udumbara wood, which has been enjoined in the first sentence ‘The 
sacrificial post is to be of Udumbara wood’, the injunctive character of 
which is admitted by both parties)? Or does this also contain only the 
praise (of the act of making the post of Udumbara wood) ? 

On this question we have the following POrvaraxsa :— 

“Tt should be an injunction, because it lays down something not already 
known; specially as a mere assertion would be useless. That is to say, all such 
passages as resemble Injunctions, like the one cited, should be taken. as 
containing the injunction of results [the meaning of the full injunction being 
‘one who desires to obtain strong cattle, ete., should make the post of Udwm- 

` bara wood’), because a result is definitely recognised as mentioned in the 
sentence (‘through this Udumbara post one obtains strong cattle’), and 
because in this manner, the sentence in question would be laying: down 
something not already known. Otherwise, if the sentence were taken as 
containing a mere ‘narration’ of- praise, it would serve no useful purpose ; 

because whether a certain thing (an act, for instance) is praised or not 


praised, it remains the same.— Further, the phrase. ‘arjovaruddhyai’ (* for. 
_ bringing about. strength’ ) speaks of a purpose, ‘the motive, the result aimed =“ 


at, while there is no word (in the text) expressing the idea that what has 


been enjoined ‘is praiseworthy’; the praise therefore, if intended, could a 
“be got at only through indirect indication ; and certainly Direct. Assertion 


(of motive, or purpose) is more authoritative than Indirect Indication. aoe 
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| SUTRA (20). 
[Porvapaxsa continued —* IF IT BE URGED THAT IT MAY BE AS IN 
COMMON PARLANCE ; 


Bhasya. 


[The Siddhantin is supposed to urge the following argument against the 
Pirvapaksa|—If you think that “mere praise would be useless,—and the 
praise is not expressed by any word in the text cited’’,—then our request 
to you is that—Please look at the sentences met with in common parlance; 
for instance, the sentence “ This cow belonging to Devadatta should be 
purchased, she gives much milk, gives birth to she-calves and never loses a 
progeny’ ;—here, even though the injunction that ‘the cow should be pur- 
‘chased’ is there (enough to make the intending buyer buy it), yet the 
addition of the praise supplies the additional incentive ;—the words ‘ giving 
much milk, etce.’, pointing out the excellences of the cow.—The same.may 
be the case with the Vedic text also. [The injunction ‘ the post should be of 
Udumbara wood’ is quite sufficient to urge the agent to make the post of 
` Udumbara wood, and yet the Praise contained in the subsequent senten- 
ces supplies the additional incentive; and in this way the Praising would | 
not be useless.) 
[If this be urged by the Siddhantin, then the answer of the Pūrvapakşin 
-to this would be as set forth in the following Saéra]— 


SUTRA (21). 


[PorvapaKsa concluded|—‘ THAT. CANNOT BE; BECAUSE IT IS KNOWN 
| i BEFOREHAND.” 


Bhāşya. 


“ ‘What hee been urged by the Siddhdntin (under Si. 20) is not posible ; 
in common parlance, what is spoken of,—such, for instance, as the fact of the 
cow giving much milk and so forth,—is already known. beforehand; so that 
the bringing about of the mere cognition of it would be of no use; and 
-. so the words are taken as containing Praise. People would have no faith 
in a mere assertion of what is not already known,—to the same extent that 
they have in an assertion of what is already known; and it is only when the 
fact asserted is well known that its assertion serves to persuade people. — As 
regards Vedic passages, on the other hand, if people would not be pérsuaded 
by. the Injunctive Sentence itself, they would be much less so by the Reitera- 
tive Sentence (Arthavada), because if the man fails to be persuaded by the - 
an Tnjunctive sentence, itis only because doubts have arisen in his. mind regard- 
ing (the authority of) that Injunctive sentence [and if that is so, then, no 
_ amount of Praising would persuade him]. If, onthe other hand; he has. 

been already persuaded by the ‘Injunctive word, then what is the use of the 
Reiterative Word (Arthavada). Further, the- conditions of the Vedie 
: passage. under ‘consideration are totally. different (from those of common: 

parlance). Here, first of all, the expression | ‘for bringing about strength’ 
states a dene not alresdy known s~secondly, the reason propounded for eC 


ADHYAYA I, PADA II, ADHIKARANA (2). 67 


this, that ‘because the Udumbara is the essence of food, therefore the Post 
should be made of Udumbara’ is also something not already known ;—hence 
there being a suspicion that one statement ‘ Udumbara is the essence of food’ 
is false,—the conelusion would be that the other statement (in the passage) 
-also is false.” 


SUTRA (22). 


[SippHANTA]—Bout THE FACT OF SUCH SENTENCES BEING TAKEN 
ALONG WITH OTHER SENTENCES HAS BEEN ALREADY EXPLAINED. 


Bhasya.. 


l The fact that such sentences as those under consideration are taken 

along with other sentences has already been explained by us under Sil. 7, 
where it has been shown that Arthavdda passages are to be taken along with 
other Injunctive passages.—‘‘ But it has been shown that the passage we are 
discussing now contains the injunction of a Result, and not commendation [and 
what has been said under Si. 7 in the preceding Adhikarana is with regard 
to passages containing Commendation or Deprecation].’’-—The mention of 
the Result that we have in the sentence in question could pertain only to the 
Post made of Udumbara wood; but this Post made of Udumbara wood (having 
been already enjoined by the first sentence, ‘the Post is of Udumbara’) is not 
something not already enjoined [and hence to be enjoined alony with, the result 
‘by the second sentence ‘ Udumbara is food’, etc.]; and the mention of the 


mere Result, without an injunction, would be meaningless.—[In the entire | 


passage we have three factors—(1) the Post made of Udumbara, (2) the 
Injunction of that Post, and (3) the Result following from the Post; now, 


if, as held by the Pérvapaksa, we have injunction of the Post made of - 


Udumbara, and also the Injunction of the Result, then the Post made of 
Udumbara will have to be connected with both (2) and (3), which would give 
rise to a syntactical split; hence the mention of the result cannot be con- 
nected with the Post of Udumbara. It could be so connected if the sentence 
that mentions the result had contained the injunction of that Post; but as 
a matter of fact, no such injunction is contained in that Sentence, which 
speaks only of the Udumbara post leading to the acquiring of cattle and so 
forth. Thus then, the mention of the Result, having no connection with the 
enjoined Post; becomes meaningless. But this is so only if we admit of the 


mention of the Result being an Injunction. The necessary connection could - 


be secured only if the mention of the Result were taken as containing a 
‘Praise of the Post that has been enjoined. pti: But there is no word expres- 


_ sive of commendation.” —The sentence which mentions the result signifies 


(a) that. what has been enjoined brings a reward, and (b) what brings a 


reward is certainly commendable; now this latter factor of commendation ig 
implied on the basis of the fact that, without this implication, the mention — 
of the. ‘reward (or. result) would be meaningless, —It might be urged against: 


this that “such an implication would involve a process of indirect indica- 


tion’*’.—But there is no force in this; because even if something i is got at - 
through indirect indication, it becomes useful all the same; and then indirect 


: eae ication also i is AOR the ordinary prooestes, of signification, a 
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The -Pirvapaksin recalls a former objection -—“ We have pointed out 
above that what is stated in the text of the Veda (under consideration) is 
at variance with well-known facts; for instance, Udumbara is not the essence 
of food.” —What we assert is that it is through indirect or figurative significa- 
tion that the sentence serves the purpose of persuasion (through commenda- 
tion) ; and this figurative interpretation would reconcile the Vedic declaration 
with ordinary facts.—‘ But what is the similarity (on which the figurative 
signification would be based) ?”’—The similarity is this—Just as Food is the 
means of satisfaction, so this (Post of Udumbara wood) also has the power 
to bring about satisfaction; and it is on this basis that the Post is being 
commended and spoken of by means of a word (‘drk’, ‘essence of food’) 
denoting a means of satisfaction. Further, the Udumbara is capable of being 
spoken of as the ‘essence of food’ also on the ground of its ripe fruits 
(being edible). 


SUTRA (23). 


IN CERTAIN CASES, INJUNCTION IS FOUND TO BE ACTUALLY MEANING- 
LESS; IN WHICH CASES THE SENTENCE WOULD BE TAKEN AS 
INDICATING COMMENDATION: AND WHEN OTHER 
SENTENCES ARE FOUND TO BE SIMILAR, 

THESE ALSO SHOULD BE TREATED 
SIMILARLY. 


Bhasya. 


`- There is the passage—‘ The horse has its origin in water, from water is 
born the Vetasa’® (Taiitiriya-Samhita 5. 3. 12)... The only form of injunction 
~ that could be derived from this wold be ‘the horse should be made to 


be -born out. of water’; and as this would be absurd, such an Injunction 


would be meaningless; and in that case it would-be necessary to assume 
that the passage contains a commendation in the sense that ‘ the connection 
of the horse and the Avaka with the calm- -producing water allays the 
troubles of the sacrificer’. 

When other sentences are found to be similar, they also should be treated 


. similarly.  ‘ Taihdiva’, ‘similarity’, means similar circumstances.—‘* What 


is the similarity ?’’—The similarity would consist in the (a) impossibility of 


being taken as an Injunction, and (b) the poy of being erie ag'a com- 
mendation. 


‘SUTRA (24). 


WHEN A CERTAIN TEXT ‘IS CAPABLE OF BEING RIGHTLY TAKEN ` 
ALONG WITH ITS OWN CONTEXT, IT IS NOT RIGHT TO TRANSFER 
IT ELSEWHERE ; SPECIALLY aS SUCH AN INJUNCTION 
WOULD BE MEANINGLESS IN REGARD TO THAT 

_ (PARTICULAR. act). | | 


| Bhagya. 


-For thé félicevinig 3 reason also we hold that tisti like: ‘those w wo have been 


discussing are “ommendations ~ ‘For what reason T kor the following 
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reason :—-There is the text (Taittiriya-Samhita 6. 3. 4) —* That which is burnt 
belongs to the Nirriis; that which is uncooked belongs to Rudra; that which 
is cooked belongs to the deities; therefore one should cook things in such a 
way as not to burn them’.—If this is only a praise, then it means the praise 
of the substance cooked at the Darshapiirnamdsa {in whose context the 
passage occurs). When this is possible, transference cannot be right—i.e. 
it will not be right to transfer the passage to another context (which would 
be necessary if the passage were treated as an Injunction). Then again, if 
the passage were taken as an Injunction, then the meaning would be that the 
substance is to be burnt at a sacrifice where Nirrti would be the Deity (and 
not at the Darshapiirnamdsa); and this would contravene the context; 


because Nirrti not being a deity at the Darshapiirnamdsa, any injunction of . - 


‘burning’ the. substance would be meaningless. From this it follows that 
the passage must be taken as a commendation. 


SUTRA (25). 


IN THE EVENT OF ITS BEING TAKEN AS AN INJUNCTION, THERE 
WOULD BE SYNTACTICAL SPLIT. 


Bhasya. 


. If the text— (a) The post is to be made of Udumbara need 3 . (see E 
Taitti.-San, » 2 LiL 6), (b) for bringing about strength’,—if both e ) and. 


(b) were taken as Injunctions, then there would be syntactical split: the 
sense being ‘(a) the Post of Udumbara wood is excellent, and (b) the 
strony brings about strength’, [Thus there being two proca there 
would be syntactical split. ] 
From all this we conclude that all those Arthavdda passages also which 
resemble Injunctions serve the purpose of commending only. 


imeri Arbon enmnertebenion senate tigen a 


Apumaraya (3): Treating of Passages which appear like 
the statement of reasons for a certain course of action. 


SUTRA. (26). 


PORVAPAKSA|—‘‘ IT MUST BE TAKEN AS THE STATEMENT OF 
REASON, BECAUSE OF USEFULNESS AND PLAUSIBILITY.” | 


Bhasya. 


There are some assertions which have the appearance of statement of 
reasons; for instance—‘ (a) One should offer the libation with the winnowing 
basket, (b) because food is prepared by it? (See Taittiriya-Brahmana 1. 6. 5). 
-~In regard to. such asssertions: as (4), there arises the question—Does their 
purpose lie in commending (what has been enjoined in the preceding sentence) 
or in stating a reason (for the Injunction) ? 

The Pirvapaksa view is as follows :—'The fact of Food being prepared 
by the Winnowing Basket must be the reason why the libation should be 
offered into Fire with that basket.—‘ But when the said causal relation — 
(between the Basket and the Preparation of food) is not generally known, _ 
how could that be put forward as a reason ?’—It may be true (that what is- 


-not generally known cannot be put forward as a reason) in common parlance ;. 


| but in the Veda it could certainly be done by direct assertion; that is why 
the text in question puts forward the preparation of food as the reason for 
the offering being made with the Winnowing Basket.—‘ What is the purpose 
Served by this ?’-—-The purpose served is that it opons up the possibility of the 
- offering being made with the Ladle, the Pan, and other things, which also are - 
used in the preparation of food.—' How ?’——-Because they also have their use 
in the preparing of food, as food can be prepared by means of these also. In 
fact, it is this possibility of food being prepared (that it can be prepared) by 
the Winnowing Basket that is expressed by the word ‘ Kriyaté’, ‘is prepared’, 
in the text [and not that it is actually prepared]; because the ordinary 
- meaning of the Present tense form ‘kriyaté’, ‘is prepared at the present 
moment’, cannot fit in with the present context [as there is no ‘ preparing of 
food’ going on at the time of the offering],—Further, if we take the sentence 
asa statement of reason, we accept what is directly asserted by the Veda; 
-whereas if we take it-as a commendatory declaration, we have recourse to 
indirect (or figurative) signification.—If it be urged that ‘the Ladle, the Pan, 
and other things are not directly. instrumental in the preparation of food, 
and these cannot be called the means of preparing food [so that there would — 
be no possibility of the Homa. being offered. with these]’,—then our answer 


: < would be that ifthe Ladle, ote are useless j in the preparing of food, then ae, 


‘in that case, it would be meaningless to commend the Winnowing Basket as ` 
‘the means of preparing food’, as the Winnowing Basket also is of no use in» 
- the preparing of food; and hence as what is asserted would not be applicable — 
: to = Basket, the commendation would. pe futile (not plausible). dee 
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SOTRA (27). 


[SrppHANTA]}—BUT IT IS A COMMENDATION (OF THE WINNOWING 
BASKET), AS THIS MATTER IS ONE THAT IS AMENABLE TO 
VERBAL AUTHORITY ALONE, AND THERE Is NO INJUNC- 

| TION OF ANY OTHER THING. 


` Bhase SYA. 


The view propounded by the Pūrvapaksa is not correct. The matter 
under discussion is one that is determinable only on the basis of authorita- 
tive texts. What the Pūrvapakgin says regarding the preparing of food 
being a reason (for the Homa to be offered with the Basket) is also based by 
him upon the text (‘By it is food prepared’); and when the text speaks 
of ‘preparing food’ as a reason, it is only a reason for offering the Homa 
with the Winnowing. Basket, not for offering the Homa with the Ladle or the 
Pan or any other thing. So that what is spoken of by the text is the Win- 
nowing Basket only. Nor is there any injunction of offering the Homa with 
the Ladle, the Pan or any such thing [as there is of offering it with the Wine 
nowing Basket in the first sentence]. 


SOTRA (28). 


Iv If BE ARGUED THAT—“ THE ASSERTION NOT BEING APPLICABLE 
(TO THE THING IN QUESTION), A COMMENDATION (OF THAT 
THING, BY THAT ASSERTION) WOULD BE ILLOGICAL; ° — 
Bhasya. 

This argument has been urged [towards the end of the above statement 
of the Pirvapaksa, to the effect that “as the Winnowing Basket is of no use 
in the preparing of food, what is asserted would not be applicable to the 


Basket, and hence the commendation would not be plausible’; and this 
has got to be refuted (which is done in the following Sūtra) :— 


SUTRA (29). 


(THEN OUR ANSWER IS THAT) AS A MATTER OF FACT, HOWEVER, THE 


ASSERTION Us APPLICABLE, —BEING TAKEN AS SPFELEMENTAEY 
TO THE- ROTO AS IN- COMMON PARLANCH. . 


- Bhāşya. ; 


According to our view ‘the assertion in question is gilite: Spaliowtle (to 


the Winnowing Basket) ; because according to our view, the assertion becomes. 


auxiliary to the Injunction. And when taken as a, commendatory assertion, 
~ the assertion becomes. quite logical: 
prepared by: the Winnowing Basket’. ing v iderstood to mean ‘as we: know 
of food being: prepared by the Winn ing: Basket’ ; ; so that even. though not 

actually present, the ‘ preparing sp en of as present, with a view. to 
- commending * the Basket.—In. your vapakgin' 's) view on: the. other hand, 
the weak point is this, that the, asser 


: the. statement in the text ‘food is ie 


ets SR GE STE SEO SSE ILE IT EO ESOS 


que tion i is an ‘injunction aft the 
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reason, and it is not permissible for a word in an Injunctive text to indicate 
any meaning other than the direct one [while such indirect indication is quite 
common in commendatory sentences]; so that when the Vedic Injunction 
spoke of the present (act of preparing food), it could not be taken as enjoin- 
ing that (preparing of food) which can be done.—In our view, it would be 
quite possible to take the word directly denoting one thing as indirectly 
indicating another (this sort of thing being permissible in commendatory 
assertions).—We find instances like this in common parlance: when. it is 
asserted that ‘ Devadatta is strong enough to meet Yajiiadatta and others’, 
though the term ‘strong’ means ‘possessing superior strength’, the supe- 
riority meant is not in comparison with the lion or the tiger or other 
strong animals, but in comparison with those whose strength is inferior to 
Devadatta’s ;—in the same manner, when it is said that ‘food i is prepared by 
it’, it commends the Winnowing Basket as being a ‘superior means of pre- 
paring food’,—and the superiority is in comparison with those other ‘ means 
of food-preparation.’ which are inferior to the Winnowing Basket. 


SOTRA (30). 


_ IF IT WERE A STATEMENT OF REASON, THE ASSERTION WOULD BE 
RESTRICTED (TO THE BASKET ONLY) ;—BECAUSE IT IS THAT 
WHICH IS SPECIALLY MENTIONED.—IF, THROUGH SIMILARITY 

‘(THE ASSERTION WERE TO APPLY TO THE OTHER THINGS 
ALSO),—THEN THERE WOULD BE AN INDEFINITENESS 
| IN THE INJUNCTIONS. 


Bhasya. 


Even if ‘ the preparing of food’ were a reason which might be appli- 
cable to the Ladle, the Pan and other things,—(in the present context) | 


it would. be restricted to the Winnowing Basket ;—because the fact that 
-i ‘being the means of preparing food’ is a reason (for the Homa) is learnt 
from the Vedic Word only, and the Vedie Word has asserted the said 
fact in reference to the Basket, not to the Ladle, the Pan and other things. 
—Because ii is that which is specially mentioned,—the text declaring that 


‘because food is prepared by the Winnowing Basket, therefore the Homa’ 


should be offered with the Winnowing Basket’. For instance, when it is 
said that ‘Because the Fire was blown strongly, therefore my house 
was burnt’,—it does not mean that anything other than Fire also, when 
- strongly blown, burns the house.—If it be held that ‘what is meant is that 
_ by whatever thing—even other than the Winnowing Basket—food is prepar- 


ed, even indirectly,—with that the: Homa should be offered,’—then, in that 


case there would be an indefiniteness i in the Injunctions; for there is nothing 


which, either directly or indirectly, does not help in the preparation of food.. 
~ {The right reading is na kenachit. pranddya annanna kriyaté—as is clear — 
- from the closing words of the Tantavartika on this Sutra]. -—So that to assert 
: antamount to > saying. that * ‘one offers 


| that ‘one offers Homa’ would “be tan 
Homa with the means of preparing, ~ 
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According to our view, on the other hand, it is the Winnowing Basket 
(alone) that is commended; and the statement of the fact ‘food is prepared 
by its means’ is not for the purpose of proclaiming that fact, but for the 
purpose of persuasion.—Thus the conclusion is that commendation is the 


purpose served by those Arthavada passages also which appear like Statement 
of Reasons. . E 


A 


ADHIKARANA (4): Treating of the use of Mantras. 
SUTRA (31). 


[PŪRVAPAKŞA]—“ (a) BECAUSE THERE ARE SCRIPTURAL DIRECTIONS 
IN CONNECTION WITH Mawnrras;” 


Bhasya. 


_ [It has been established that even such apparently absurd passages as some of 
the Arthavédas can have a bearing upon Dharma; now the question arises regarding 
the bearing upon Dharma of another kind of Vedie texts, which are known as 
‘ Mantra’ ;—what is the particular purpose served by the Mantras? That they 
‘are not injunctions of action is clear from the fact that they contain no injunctive 
word. Expressing no commendation or disparagement, they cannot serve the 
purpose that is served by the Arthavada passages. Before the use of the Mantras is 
discussed, the preliminary question to be discussed is—are the Mantras intended to 
convey any meaning ? or are they merely recited verbally, without any reference to 
any meaning ?—The idea underlying the discussion is that if the Mantras are 
. hot meant to convey any sense, then they cannot help in the knowledge of 
` Dharma; and this would vitiate the Siddhanta doctrine that the papon served by 
the entire Veda is to help us to know Dharma.) . 


‘The question that arises now is—Are Mantras intended to convey any 
_ meaning ?—or are they not intended to be expressive of any meaning ~—That 
is to say—Do they help the sacrifice by expressing some meaning, or by 
mere utterance —If they help by mere utterance, then the Manira ‘ Bar- 
-hirdevasadanan démi’ (‘I am chopping the grass for seating the Gods’) 
(Mattrayani-Samhita 1. 1. 2) would not. necessarily always be used in the 
‘chopping of grass’. If, on the other hand, they help by expressing a 
meaning, then (inasmuch as the words express the chopping of grass, and) 
‘the context in which the Mantra is found indicates its auxiliary character, 
it could not be used anywhere else, so that even in the absence of any direc- _ 
tions to that effect, it would always be used in the chopping of grass only. 
Our view (the Pirvapaksa) is as follows:—‘The Mantras help the. 
sacrifice by their mere utterance ;—why ?—because there are scriptural 
directions in connection with them; that is to say, the scripture lays down 
the use of the Mantra in that same sense which is conveyed-by the words 
of the Manira. For instance, we have the scriptural direction ‘ Urupratha 
ur prathasva—ittt prodasham prathayati,’ (Paitti. Bra, 3. 2. 8. 4). which 
` means— O Eapanding one, may you become large’ ,—uttering this Mantra he 
- should enlarge the cake’ ( Taiiti. San. lp, 1L 8. I; now, the: direction. ‘ one 
should i ‘enlarge the cake’ would be. superfluous if the Mantra came to 
help through: the meaning expressed by it—{[If the words of the Mantra, - 
mn Expanding- one, May you become large’ were. really” ‘meant to be 
expressive, then the Act of enlarging the cake would. have been expressed 
by the Manira itself, and therefore. there. would be no need for the direc. 
tion that the M antia is to be used in 1 the enlarging a the cake] —On the eee 
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other hand, if the Mantra is intended to help by its mere utterance, then,. 


it would be necessary to lay down its use; and this use has been laid down 
in the scriptural direction just quoted. For this same reason, the Mantra 


cannot help through the meaning expressed by it. For example, if a man 
with eyes is found to be led by another person, it is understood that he- 


cannot see with his eyes. 
[When a person who has his eyes intact but inefficient is found beth led by 


another person, the irresistible conclusion is that he does not see with his eyes;. 


exactly in the same manner, when a person comes across the text of a Mantra 


though his first impression is that it has a certain meaning, yet, as soon as he finds. 


another sentence laying down ‘its use, he naturally concludes that the Mantra 


itself has not the capacity to indicate its own use; and this distinctly shows that the 
meaning of the Mantra is to be disregarded altogether; for, if any significance were: 


_ attached to the meaning, the use of the Mantra would be. indicated by the Manira 
itself, through’ that same meaning. —Tantravartika-Trans., p. 81.) 


“< The direction in question may be taken as serving the purposes of an . 
Arthavida [i.e. as commending the Injunction of the use of the Mantra, this: 


Injunction being indicated by the indicative force of the words of the: 
Mantra ‘and by the context. in which the Manira occurs].’—But that cannot 


be; it has been explained above that that alone can be taken as Arihavdda. 
‘which is supplementary to the sentence by which the Act is enjoined; in a. _ 


` -caso where the act is enjoined by an independent Injunction (which needs no 
- supplementing), no useful purpose is served by. the Arthavdda. Hence in 

the case in question the Direction cannot serve the purposes of the Artha- 
vada. 


“ The Mantras connected with the Holding of the Spade [i.e. the mantras: 


beginning with ‘Devasya twa’ and ending with ‘ Gayatrena chhandasé ddadé 


traistubhena jdgaiena pdnkténa’| (Taitti. Sam. 1. 1.3.4) may be taken as 


another illustrative example. Here also, though the fact. of the mantras 


being used in connection with the act of ‘holding’ is indicated by the 
indicative force of a word (‘ddadé) in the mantra itself, yet the mantras 
are enjoined for such use in a subsequent direction—‘ Täāñ chaturbhiradatte’ 
~~‘ He holds the spade with the four mantras’. (Taittiriya-Sanmhita 5. 1: 1). 


[This direction would be superfluous if the words of the Mantras were intend- ` 


ed to help by expressing their meaning.]—It might be argued that the direc- 
tion would serve the purpose of pointing out (emphasising) the number Four 
(which is not indicated by any words of the mantras),—But that would not. 


_ be possible; as there is no word to indicate that all the mantras are to be — 
used collectively. [On the contrary, the indication would appear to be that - 


the four mantras. are to be used optionally,—and _ there is nothing to pro~ 
< clude the possibility. of this Option—says the Tantravartika, Pat 
‘Similarly the case of the text— Imamagrbhnan alaninin 
ityashväbhidhänīmädattē ' (Shatapatha Brahmana 13. 1. 2. L; Taitti: Sam. 5.1 
2.1) -provides another example. ‘While the holding of. the leading string is. 
- already expressed by the words of the mantra (Madhya-San.- 12. 2; Tais 
Sa. 4. l2: 1) we have the direction K ityashvabhidhanimadatta’ Je laying 


down the same: holding of the leading string 3. -and this: would, not be right- n 
a if the, words of the manira were. meant, to. » be expressive, “lt might be 2 


: 
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urged that the said direction (laying down the holding of the leading string 
of the horse) would still have its use in precluding the holding of the string 
of the ass.—But, as a matter of fact, it could not do this precluding ; be- 
cause if it were to do the precluding, (i.e. if it meant that ‘the string of the 
ass should not be held’) then, firstly, it would renounce its own meaning (that 
“the string of the horse should be held ’),—secondly, it would have a different 
meaning (that ‘the string of the ass should not be held’),—and thirdly, it 
-would set aside the holding of the string of the ass which is indicated (by the 
Mantra which uses the general term ‘holding of the string’ without refer- 
ence to any particular animal). 


“From all. this it follows that Maniras are not intended to be ex- 
pressive; and as such, they cannot serve as the authority for the using of the 
manira ‘ Barhirdéavasadanan dämi’ in connection with the chopping of 
grass. 


SUTRA (32). 


(Porvaraxsa continued |— (b) BECAUSE THE PEDIR OF THE WORDS 
(IN MANTRAS) IS IRREVOCABLY FIXED.’ 


Bhasya. 


_ “The Mantras have the order of their words irrevocably fixed; for ins- 
tance, the order of the mantra ‘ Agnirmirdha divah, ete.’ (Tatttiriya-Samhita 
1,5. 5.1) must be ‘ Agnih—mirdhd—divah’, and not the reverse (‘ Divah- — 
_mirdha-—agnih,’);—if the words were meant to express a meaning, they 
would express it when placed in this latter order as well; and in that case, there. 
“would be no sense in the fixing of the exact order of the words.—It might 
be argued that the fixing of the order serves the purpose of securing the parti- 
cular form of utterance (of word-sounds), which becomes altered when the 
order is reversed,—and that the restriction of the order is accepted on that 
account.—But in that case, the right view would be that under which the 
said restriction (of the order) would serve a distinctly useful purpose; [and 
- this view would be only that under which the words are not meant to be 
expressive; because.the only useful purpose that would be served by the 
utterance of the words in a particular order would be a transcendental one; 
and on such transcendental results proceeding from the order of the word- 
sounds alone, the meaning of the words could: have no bearing at all; so 
that the explanation proposed lends support to the view that the words are 
not meant to be expressive|.—It might be argued that even in the case of 
': words expressive of meanings, we find restrictions regarding their order ; 
for instance, in the ‘compound “ Indragni ', (the term ‘Indra’ must come 


i first, according to the rules governing the order of terms in a Copulative 


sia Compound). —The restriction is quite right in that case; because a reversal 
of the order of the terms would make the ‘compound. word entirely ins 
expressive [as it would become grammatically wrong, and wrong or corrupt 


forms of words. cannot be ray: eni alee acronding’. to the M imam~ z 
saka.] l ; 


| 
| 
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SUTRA (33). 


[PoORvAPAKSA continued|—‘“ (c) BECAUSE THERE ARE. DIRECTIONS 
ADDRESSED TO ONE WHO ALREADY KNOWS ;” 


| Bhasya. 


“We meet with such mantras as ‘ Agnid agnin vihara’; now this 
mantra can express the meaning (‘O Agnidhra Priest, please attend on the 


_- Fires’) only to a person who knows it (that it is the duty of the Agnidhra 


Priest to attend on the Fires) already from his study (of the Veda) ;—and if 
this is already known, what is there (left to be expressed) which the mantra 
would (be required to express) ?—If, on the other. hand, the words are 
uttered (not for expressing any meaning, but) merely for the sake of a 
particular way of utterance, theh the peculiar way in which the words are 


uttered may serve some useful (transcendental) purpose, even when addressed- 
to one who already knows (his duty). —If you urge that “the reiteration ` 


(of what the man already knows) may serve to bring about a peculiar sancti- 
fication ’’,—then you come over to our view of the case; ‘reiteration’ is 
the same as ‘utterance’; and that may certainly be done (for some trans- 
cendental purpose) ; Bae what need not be done is the expressing of the 
meaning; because it is needless to do this latter when what is expressed is 


-already known (to the person to whom the words are addressed). For ins- _ 
`- tance, when a man has a shoe already on his foot, he does not, because he | ~ 
- cannot, put another shoe on the same foot. 


SUTRA (34). 


[PtUrvaPaksa continued|—‘‘ (d) BECAUSE THEY SPEAK OF THINGS | 
THAT DO NOT EXIST; ” 


- Bhasya. 


“ What haa to be idend (by Vedic ferta) i is something that kreta inthe 
performance of the sacrifice; but we find that certain Mantras speak of such 


things as dò not exist at all; for instance, we have the Mantra beginning — 


with ‘ Chatvdri shrngaii, etc.’ ( Taitivriya Aranyaka 10, 10,2; also Raveda-Sar. 

4, 58.3); but there is no such thing among those that help the sacrificial per- 
formance as has ‘four horns, three feet, two heads, and seven hands’ » [and 
it is such a thing that is denoted by the words of the Manira]. Under the 
circumstances, if the Mantra were recited for the purpose of expressing its 


“meaning, what is it that it would express ?—-On the other hand, if it is 
“merely for the purpose of wtterance,. then its s repiting would: be 9 poset la (m | 
tending to some transcendental end)... l 

st Similarly, there is the Mantra. «Ma ma a himeih? p Do nats oh, do not os 
-hurt’].(which is addressed to the altar); as no ‘hurting’ is there, if the 
` Mantra were intended to. voonvey. a apeaning,, what is it that it would : 


convey. t 


Se EERE DE ee a 


Se een 
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SUTRA (35). 


(POrvaPaKga continued |—** (e) BECAUSE Tany ARE ADDRESSED 
TO INSENSATE THINGS ; 


Bhiisya. 


“There is the Mantra ‘Osadhé trayasvainam, ete.’ (Taittiriya-Samhita 
1. 2, 1. 1), which contains a request addressed to an insensate object, the Herb 
(Osadhi); if such Mantras were to help by conveying some meaning, then 
they would be preferring a request to the Herb (‘ogadhé’) for protecting 
(‘ trayasva’) the animal (‘ enam *); certainly the Herb, which is insensate, 
could never understand the request.—There is no such incongruity if the 
Manira is ‘required. to help by its mere utierance.—Hence Mantras must be 
only for the purpose of being uttered (recited). 

ʻ Another example of the same kind is the Mantra ‘ Shrnota gravanah’ 
«Listen, O ye stones!’ (Laittiriya-Samhita 1.3. 13. 1).” 


SUTRA (36). 
~{PorvaPaKsa continued|—‘‘ (f) BECAUSE THERE IS SELF-CONTRADIC- 
TION IN WHAT IS EXPRESSED ;”’ 
Bhasya. 


«In what is expressed by the words, there is contradiction also: For 
instance, there is the Mantra ‘ Aditirdyauh aditirantariksam’ (‘ Aditi is 


o heaven, Aditi is sky’ (Rgveda 1,89. 10); where the same Aditi is spoken of — 
` as ‘heaven’ and as ‘sky’; and who could comprehend any such idea ? If he — 
did not comprehend it, what help could the Mantra render by conveying such 

an idea ?—There is no such incongruity if the Mantra is meant only for 


_ utterance.—Hence Mantras must be taken as helping only by being uttered. 
. * Another example of the same kind (involving self-contradiction) is the 


_ Mantra—(a) ‘Eko rudro na dwitiyo vatastha’ (Taitiiriya-Samhitd, 1. 8. 6.1), . 
and. then (b) Asaikhyata sahasrani. yë ridra adhibhiimydm’ (Taittiriya- 


Aranyaka 1. 12. 1; Vajasantya-Samhité 16.54; Taitti. Sam. 4. 5. 11. 1) [where 
(d) asserts that ‘There is but one Rudra, there never was a second’; where- 
as (b) speaks of ‘ the innumerable thousands of Rudras on the earth’ }. 

_ SUTRA (37). 


[PORVAPAKSA continued |—* (g) BECAUSE THERE IS NO TEACHING OF 
THE MEANING AS THERE IS OF THE TEXT (OF: THE MANTRAS); i 


-Bhäşya. 


E “At the. time that the Veda. is being read, a certain woman named 
a Purnia is threshing corn, while the young ‘student is learning the Mantra: 
that is recited at the threshing of co n during : a sacrificial performance ;. now. 


when the student is learning the t of the Manira, he i is not learning. its 
meaning; in ‘fact, his sole effort is entred n getting up. the verbal text 


` only ;~and as a rule, one learns only that. which i is of some use; hence from. 


: the fact that the student learns and cpr the reciting alone, we conclude 


| 
a 
| 
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; i 
that it is the reciting alone of the Mantra which serves a: useful purpose. 
[Just as at the time of the threshing being done, the threshing-mantra is not 
recited for the purpose of conveying the idea of the threshing, so, in the same 
manner, at the time that the sacrifice is being performed, the Mantras, even 
though they may be expressive of things connected with the sacrifice, are 


recited, not for the purpose of conveying any idea of those things, but only 


for the purpose of the utterance. ] 


SUTRA (38). 
[PorvaraKsa continued|—“ (A) BECAUSE (THE MEANING Is) UN- 
INTELLIGIBLE ; ” 


. Bhasya. 


‘< Further, there are some Mantras whose meaning it is impossible to : 


understand; for instance—(a) ‘Amyak sd ta indra rstirasmé’ (Rgveda 
1. 169. 3); (b) ‘Synyeva jarbhari turpharītū * (Rgveda 10. 106. 6); (¢)  Indrah 
somasya kinuka’ (Rgveda 8.17. 4).—Now what meaning could these Mantras 
convey ?—If they are taken as serving the purpose of mere recital, then 
there is nothing incongruous (in their being unintelligible)—From this also 
-we conclude that Mantras are meant only to be recited. 


SUTRA. (39), 


"[PORVAPAKSA concluded |\—* (i) BECAUSE THERE WOULD BE CONNEC- 


‘TION WITH EPHEMERAL THINGS ;—-THE MANTRAS CANNOT BE 
i REGARDED AS CONVEYING ANY MEANING.” 


Bhasya. 


“Tf the Mantras were to convey. some meaning, then they would Lon 
connected with ephemeral things.. For instance, there are the Mantras— 

| Kinté krnvanti kikatésu gdvah....d no bhara pramangadasya vedo naicha- 
- shakham maghavan randhayā nah’ (Rgveda 3. 53. 14); ‘ Kikata’ is the name 


of a country (which has had a beginning in time); —* Naichdshaikha is the’ 
name of a city; ‘Pramangada’ .the name of king. If such Mantras were 
meant to convey a meaning, then it would follow that this Manira did not 


exist before the king Pramangada. . 
|- From all these reasons detailed in the Sütras beginuing: with ‘ Tadartha- 
shästrăt (Sütra 31), it follows that Mi antras are not meant to fonvey any mean- 
l ing. 2, 5 : y f ; 


‘SUTRA (40). 


[Sionmanta] Bur THERE IS. No ‘DIFFERENCE IN THE SIGNIFICATION 


OF SENTENCES: (x THE Vana AND IN goie PARLANOR).. 


and inc common parlance i is w aes 
j. conveyed: in common. par: ee eae 
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The Opponent argues as follows: “That is not possible; because in 
common parlance, business is actually found to be carried on by. means of 
_ the things comprehended as expressed by the words; in the ease of the 
Vedic sentence, on the other hand, no help can be accorded to the sacrifice by 
a conversation carried on by the. invisible deities and the insensate sacrificial 
implements. If a transcendental effect were assumed, then, that might 
follow from the mere recital (of the Mantra, without its conveying any 
meaning). The reciting. of the ‘Mantra would be done in either case,— 
whether it be for the purpose of bringing about a transcendental result, or 
for the purpose of conveying the meaning ;—but (there is this difference that) 
if no meaning is conveyed, the Mantra does not become useless; but if it is 
not recited or uttered, then its presence in the Vedic Text itself becomes 
useless (futile). Hence the right view is that there is to be recital of the 
_ Mantra, and that only for the purpose of bringing about a transcendental 
result. This is what we have explained in the statement of the seshese Soba 
beginning with the Sūtra ‘ Tadarthashastrat’ (Si. 31).” 

Our answer to the above is as follows :—At sacrifices, there is recital of 
Mantras only for the purpose of conveying a meaning. As for the argument 
that ‘there is no useful purpose served by a conversation between deities and 
sacrificial implements’,—our answer is that in connection with sacrifices, 
the purpose served is the indication of the sacrificial details. Why ?— 
Because until the sacrifice and the sacrificial details have been indicated, no, 


 ‘gaerifice can be performed, Hence, for the accomplishment of the sacrifice, 


' the conveying of the meaning renders a great help to the act (of sacrificing) : 


and this help is understood to be accorded by the Manira.. Thus there is - 


-ooe useful purpose served; and when this purpose is actually found to be ` 
~ gerved, it is not right to deny it by simply saying that ‘the conveying of 
the meaning cannot be the purpose served by the Manira’. 

“ But”, says the Opponent, “if the Mantras help the performance by 

i conveying a meaning, then such scriptural directions as ‘Hold the Abhri 
with the four mantras’ become abbolutely. meaningless (as shown aby us naer 

8. 31)” 
Let it be meaningless——we reply ; but we can never deny tho perceived 
-faot that help is actually rendered to the act by conveying a meaning. . 
_ “Then, do you mean that some scriptural directions are entirely meaning- 
less ?” , 

, By no means (we reply); byes happens is explained in the following 
Sütra D=: i 
$ ` SŪTRA (41). 


Tmn BEITERATION (OF THE DIREOTION) IS FOR THE PURPOSE or 
| eRe. 


 Bhāgya. 


rai It hs. been ‘urged above (Lect ; pe 55, i 26) by the Parvapaksin that— 
a as ‘there is no word in the direction “Hold it with the four mantras’ 
: indicating that the mantras are. to be used collectively, it cannot be ex- 
plained as*having been added. for the purpose of indicating the collec- 
five: use of the mantras.’ But what y we a understand the sentence (‘Tam 
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chaturbhirddatté’) to mean is the holding as qualified by the number four’ 
If this were to be deduced from any single Mantra itself,—then this would 
mean that the Mantra is not comprehended in its direct meaning. 
SUTRA (42). 
THERE IS PRECLUSION. 
Bhasya. — | 


It has been further urged by the Opponent (Dect, p. 56, ll. 4-6) that 
“in the case of the text ‘Imamagrbhnan rashanadmrtasya-ityashvabhidha- 


nimadatié’, (Taitti. Sarai. 5. 1. 2), if the latter sentence (which contains the 


direction) were taken as serving the purpose of precluding the reins of the Ass, 
then there would be three incongruities—[(a) the sentence would lose its own 
meaning, (b) it would be assumed to have a totally different meaning, and 
(ec) it would set aside the holding. of the reins of the ass, which is already 
understood ag indicated by the Mantra itself, which speaks of the holding of 
reins in general, which includes the reins of the ass also.]’—But in cons- 


truing the direction ‘ Ityashvabhidhanimadatté’, what is predicated (and — 
stressed) is not the ‘ holding’ (ddatté), but ‘the reins of the horse’ (‘ ashvdbhidha- 


nim’; [so that in precluding the holding of the ass’s reins, the sentence 
would not be relinquishing its own meaning];—and thus the fact of the 
Mantra being used in all kinds of holding (that of the reins of the horse as 


© swell as of the ass and other animals) would be indicated by the indicative 


-force of the words of the Mantra, while the fact of its being used in the 


particular holding of the horse’s reins would be got at directly from the words | i 
of the direction (‘ ityashväbhidänimädattë). Then again, Indicative Force can- 


indicate the use of the Mantra efficiently only with the help of a subsequent 
direction declaring such use of the Manira; [and such a direction may be 
either actually present in the Veda or inferred from the context] ;—in the 
case in question, no such direction is (either present or) inferred from the 
context. What sort of a direction do you mean?’’—-A direction in the 
form that ‘By this mantra, the holding of the reins should be done’, which 
_ alone could make the mantra applicable to every kind of. holding of the 
reins (of the Horse as well as of the Ass and other animals). As regards the 
reins of the Horse, on the other hand, we have the direction actually present 
in the text itself (‘Holds the reins of the Horse’); and so long. as this 
direct declaration is present, there can be no Inference of the other direction 
(relating to the holding of all kinds of reins); so that there is no chance of 


-the Mantra being used in connection of the reins of the Ass. [Thus the 


Preclusion of the ass’s reins. would not involve the incongruity of the rene 
aside of what i is already: indicated. I or 


SUTRA uD. 
Ano i r MAY BE A commespatony DECLARATION (AnrHavipa). 


ae As for the’ text =“ Unupratha 
(Taitti, Bra. 3.2.8.4) (dealt with by 


i 


ue hashes piiedacham proihajati : : ; 
Pape aksin ander sed 31); ~—here 


RoR ETE 
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the reiteration is by way of a commendatory declaration,—the sense of the 
commendation being that ‘ by enlarging the Cake, one enlarges, renders pros- 
`: parous, the Master of the Sacrifice himself’. [That this is the sense is made 
clear by a subsequent sentence in the same Mantra-text ‘Uru të yajnapatih 
prathatam’, ‘May the Master of the Sacrifice prosper’. (Taitti. Sar. 6. 2. 7).] 
Objection :—“ The sentence quoted (as indicating the commendation) 
is not syntactically supplementary to the manira in question; nor is there 
any need for the commendation of what has been directly indicated.” 
Reply :—True; the sentence in question is not an injunction of the 
Mantra, nor a commendation of the Mantra; what is really commended is 
the act of enlarging (the cake). As for the Mantra, its use is indicated by 
its own words (‘ Uruprathé uru prathasva’, which words, addressed to the 
Cake, request it to become large); and when it is mentioned in the text under 
consideration, it is only by way of being reiterated with a view to commend- 
ing the act of enlarging ;—the sense of the commendation being that ‘the act 
-of enlarging is so commendable that it isdone with such an excellent Mantra 
as Urupratha uru prathasva.’ (Taitti. Sara. 4. 1. 2. 1.)—“ What is the advan- 


tage gained by this ?’"—The advantage is that ‘the Master of the Sacrifice . 


becomes enlarged, prosperous, in regard to progeny and cattle’.—‘‘Is this 
“the reward that actually accrues to the man ?”—We say, No; we say so 
only because how, otherwise, could the passage be commendatory? [An 
act is regarded as ‘commended’ only. when it is spoken of as bringing a desir- 
able result; it is for this reason that the prosperity of the sacrificer has been 


ae mentioned; and it does not mean that this prosperity is the result that actu- 
ally follows from the act of enlarging the cake with the particular Manira.} . 
—. Objection :—* But when, in reality, there is no onigtging (of the cake), 


-why do you speak of the Priest enlarging it?” 

Reply :—We deduce this from the words of the Mantra : What the words 
of the Mantra mean is that ‘with the Mantra, the Adhvaryu Priest tells the 
Cake to. become large’; now when some one tells another to ‘become large’, 
he is said to ‘enlarge’ it; just as when a man asks someone to ‘do’ a thing, 
he is said to ‘make him do’ it. 


SUTRA (44). 
THE ASSUMPTION WOULD NOT BE INCONSISTENT. 
| Bhasya. 


“Yb has been argued under Stira 32 that—‘‘inasmuch as the exact 
order of words i in the Mantras is insisted upon as essential, it follows that 
Mantras are not intended to convey any meaning.”’—But the said insistence 


son the exact order may be baseless (we do not mind that); but we cannot. 


_ reject: the validity of what is- actually. ‘perceived, [that is, the patent fact 
- that the words do actually convey a meaning]. —It might be argued that 


the insistence’ on the exact order of. the words may be conducive to a`. 


= transcendental result.—But the ‘ assumption? of such transcendental result 
would. not ‘be. inconsistent? with our. view algo, under which the meaning 


88 conveyed by the words weld bring 8 about t prosperity and success, — 


Ee ee ee ee en 
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SUTRA (45). 


AS REGARDS THE DIRECTIONS, THERE SHOULD BE NO OBJECTION 
AGAINST THE ACT (OF POINTING OUT THE DUTY); AS IT 
SERVES TO BRING ABOUT AN ADDITIONAL 
QUALIFICATION, | 


` Bhiisya. 


It has been argued under Sura 33 that—* In the case of such directions 
as ‘ Proksanirdsddaya’ [Madhya-Sarh. 1-28 ; Tirtti. Bra. 3. 2.9, ‘ Agnidagnin 
vihara’, and the like}, it cannot be right to point out (the duty) to one who 
already knows it; hence the uttering of such words can serve only a 
transcendental purpose.”—But this is not right. Even though the Priest. 
might be knowing that such and such an act has to be done, it is necessary 
to remind him of it at the time of the actual performance; as this re- 
minding could be done by other means also, the Text lays down the exact 
words to be used in. the reminding; it is this emphasising of the. exact. 
wording that is done by the Mantra; and this reminding serves the purpose 
of ‘adding to the qualifications’ (of the Priest; by making him more alert 
and efficient). oe 


SUTRA (46). 
REING SIGNIFICANT, THE MANTRA MAY: BE AN ARTHAVADA. 


Bhasya. 


The Mantra cited under Sūtra 34 is ‘Chatvdri shringd, ete.” (Rgveda. 
4, 68.3); it is true that the thing spoken of directly by the words here has no 
existence; but the words could be taken in an indirect (figurative) sense; 
and such figurative expressions are accepted as correct (justifiable, authori- 
tative); while there is no authority (or justification) for the assumption that 
a transcendental result follows from the mere recital of the Manira. The. 
figurative meaning of the words of the Mantra is as follows:—(a) The 
‘four horns’ stand for the four Hotr. priests who are like horns of the 
Sacrifice. (personified) ;—(b) the ‘three feet’? stand for the three Savanas 
(Morning, Midday and Evening);—{c) the ‘two heads’ stand for the Sac- 
rificer and his wife;—(d) the ‘seven hands’ stand for the metres ;—(e) 
‘ bound three-fold’ means cirewmscribed by the three Vedas ;—(f) the ‘bull’ 
- (vrsabha) stands for the Sacrifice as bringing about (varsaté). desirable — 
results ;—-(g) ‘ cries’ (roravitt) means makes a sownd;—and (hj the phrase 
‘the Great Divinity entered the mortals? means that human beings are entitled 
to the performance of sacrifices. l i 
This figurative :deseription (of the Sacrifice) is like such eo : 
descriptions as the following— The river has the Chakravika birds for 
her breasts, the swans for her teeth, reeds for her clothes and mosses for. her 
- hair’ ;—where the River i is described. z $ 
[Under Sätra 85, the Opponen sited. the “Months tos. ‘ Osadhé 
- trdyasva’ (Taitti.. Sar. 12. 4), and b) Shrnota gravanah’. (‘Taitti.. Sara. 
13-18). —(a) The words ‘ Osadhé’, ete. O Herb, please protect’ ) addressed 
to the eeerificial accessories, which are insensato, are meant to indicate that 
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towards . the accomplishment of the sacrifice, the accessories are as efficient 
as intelligent beings.—(b) Similarly the words ‘Shrnoia gravdnah’ < Listen, 
O, Ye, Stones’) are meant to indicate that ‘after this now will follow 
the reading of the Morning Hymn, which is so important that even the 
- insensate stones will listen to it,—how much more, the learned Braéhmanas’ ; 
and it is for the conveying of this idea that even though they are in- 
sensate, the stones are thus addressed. 


SUTRA (47). 
THE WORDS BEING FIGURATIVE, TRERE WOULD BE NO INOONGRUITY. 
Bhasya. 


Under Sătra 36, the Opponent has cited the Mantra— Aditirdyauh, 
etc.’—But these words are ‘ figurative’, and hence there is ‘no incongruity’ 3 
just as.we find in the case of such words as—‘ Thou art my Mother and 
thou my Father.’—Similarly, in connection with a sacrifice at which there is 
asingle deity, Rudra is spoken of as ‘ one’, and in connection with that in which 
the deity consists of a hundred Rudras, Rudras are spoken of as ‘a hundred’ ; 


so that there is ‘no incongruity’ or seli-contradiction involved in any such 


. texts, 


SUTRA (48). 


THAT THERE IS NO MENTION OF THE LEARNING (OF THE MEANING OF 


MANTRAS) IS DUE TO THE FACT. THAT IT HAS NO BEARING 
(UPON THE ACTUAL PERFORMANCE). 


Bhasya. 


Under Stitra (37) it has been urged that—‘‘ at the time that the act (of 


threshing) is going on, and the young student is learning the Mantra that is 


recited at the time of corn-thréshing at a sacrifice, there is no desire on the 
part of the student to convey (by means of the words of the Mantra) 
an idea of the threshing that is being done by the woman, Pirnika ;—[in the 
same manner at the time that the sacrifice is being performed and a Mantra 


is being recited by a Priest, there can be no desire on the part of the Priest `- 
to convey an idea of the sacrificial details: by means of the words of the 


Mantra]. *—-The reason why the Priest does not. wish to convey an. idea 


of the meaning of the Mantra that he recites during the performance of the — 


sacrifice lies in the fact that ‘an indication of the meaning of the Mantra, 
-having no- ‘bearing upon. the performance, would be of no use.— But the 
-teaching and: learning of the meaning. has not been. enjoined, while the 
teaching and learning of the verbal text has been enjoine .”—-The reason 
for this lies i in the fact that the: understanding and remembering of the 
meaning is easy, and hence there is no teaching or learning of it,-while the 


learning and remembering of the verbal text is = iaut and: hence there 


-are the teaching : and learning of it. ees 
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SUTRA (49). 
THE MEANING IS THERE; ONLY THERE IS IGNORANCE OF IT. 


Bhasya. 


[ Under Sūtra 38, the Opponent has urged that there are many Mantras 
whose words are entirely meaningless.|—The fact is that the Mantras have 
a meaning,—only it is not grasped, by reason of carelessness, idleness and 
some other causes; as a matter of fact, the meaning of every word can 
be deduced from its etymology, with the help of commentaries, lexicon 
and grammar. For instance, [one of the apps cutly meaningless Mantras 


cited by the Opponent is ‘Jarbheri turphariti’; and here] the words 


‘yarbhari turphariti’, having the form of words with dual endings, are 
understood to be names of the twin-gods Ashvins; and through this signi- 
-ficance, the Manira indicates the hymn to the Ashvins, ending with the 
words ‘ Ashvinoh kémamaprah. (Rgveda, 10. 116. 11)—Further, all these 
-words— Jarbhari’? and the res ; of deities; 
and their special significance is determined by their etymology and. 
common usage.—|For these explanations, see Tantravdrtika—Translation, 
pp. 100-101].—Similarly in other cases also. 


SUTRA (50). 
O THE MENTION OF EPHEMERAL THINGS HAS BEEN ALREADY 
| EXPLAINED. 
Bhasya. 


It has been already explained under the Sätra, ‘There is only ‘a simi- 
larity of Sounds’ (Sütra 1. 1. 31). 


SUTRA (51). | 
THE INJUNCTION (OF A MANTRA) BY AN INDICATIVE NAME 
SHOWS THAT IT SIGNIFIES THE SAME THING. 
Bhasya. 
We have the text ‘One approaches the Agnid’s place with the Agnéyi’ 


(Taitti. Sarn.f3. 1.6), which enjoins the use of a Mantra named ‘ Agnéyi’; 


itis only when Mantras are significant of some meaning that they are enjoined 
by such an indicative name: that is to say, the Mantras are called ‘ Agnéyi’ 
because they are capable of signifying the deity Agni, and not because 
they contain the word ‘agni’. 


SUTRA (52). 
THE MODIFICATION (or MANTRAS SHOWS THAT THEY ARE 
EXPRESSIVE). 
Bhās, SYA: 


‘Modification i is possible i in Mantras qa if they a are meant to be expres- 
sive.—‘* Where do you find this modifi cation ? "We have the text ‘Na pud 
- vařdhatë na mātā, ‘The F father doesn not Brow, nor. the mother’, [this is with 
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` reference to the Mantra— Anvénam maid, etc., Taitti Bra. 3. 6. 6. 1]: this 
. means that beings other than these do grow; but as a matter of fact, the 
Mother and such persons also do ‘grow’,—through the several stages of 
childhood, youth and old age; hence what the text means is that the word 
(‘mother’) does not ‘ grow ’.—* What would be the growth of the Word ?” 
—It would consist in the taking of the Dual and Plural endings.—{It 
is this growth that is forbidden by the text; and such forbidding 
has some sense only if the Mantra. is taken as conveying some meaning— 
says the Tantravartika.—The Mantra-text quoted precludes the possibility 
of nouns in the singular number being modified into those in the Dual or 
the Plural. The sense of the prohibition is that if a certain Mantra 
contains the word ‘énam’ in the singular, as referring to the sacrificial 
animal, this singular pronoun should not be changed into the Plural form 
~‘endin’, in a case where there is a large number of animals.) 


SUTRA (53). 


TaERE ARE ALSO CERTAIN POSITIVE BRAHMANA-TEXTS (WHICH 
CLEARLY POINT TO THE EXPRESSIVE CHARACTER 
or MANTRAS.) 


Bhasya. 


There are certain ‘ Brdkmdnd-Texts’ [according to the Tantravartika 
‘vidhi’ here is used in the sense of Braéhmana] which refer to Mantras in 
-such a way as to indicate that. they are intended to convey a meaning, 
= For instance, we find the Brahmana-text ‘Shatam himadh shatarh. varsdni 
. fixydsam ityetadevaha’ (Shata-Bra. 2. 3. 4. 21) [which says that ‘When the. 
Manira uses the phrase Shatam himéh in the Mantra ‘ Agné grhapaté, ete., 
(Vajosa sainhité 2. 27) what it means is ‘Shatam varsini, a hundred 
years’; and in this passage the words occurring in the Mantra are ex- 
plained as having a definite meaning]. 


Thus ends Pada II of Adhydya I. 


| 
> 
| 
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ADHYAYA I. 
PADA TIL. 
Treating of the Authority of Smrti ana Custom. 
ADHIKARANA (1): The Authority of Smrtis in general. 
SUTRA (1). | 


[PUrvaraKga]—“ Inasmuch aS DHARMA IS BASED. UPON THE 
VEDA, WHAT IS NOT VEDA SHOULD BE DISREGARDED.” 


[The authority of Injunctions, Arthavidas and Mantras having been dealt 
with, what calls for consideration next is the character of such words and express- 
ions as are Names, Namadhéya, of sacrifices. But before taking up this latter, we 
take up the case. of Smriti and Custom; and the propriety of introducing this 
ciseugsion here has been explained in several ways:—(1) We can form no idea 
of the authority of the Veda until we have understood it in all its bearings; and as 


“it is only with the help of Smrti and Custom that it can be so understood, it is. 
necessary that the exact nature of these latter should be investigated.—(2) Finding ~ 
that Smrti and Custom are treated as authorities for Dharma, we might take excep- 


tion to the conclusion arrived at under Sūtra 1.1. 2 to the effect that Veda is the 


only authority for Dharma; and in order to guard against this, and to ascertain 
how tar Smrti and Custom may be allowed to interfere with Veda, in matters. 
relating to Dharma, it has to be shown that these are based upon Veda, from. 
-which alone. they derive their authority.—-(3) The subject-matter of Mimamsa 


has been declared to be ‘Investigation of the nature of Dharma’, and after 
the first authority on Dharma in the shape of the Veda has been dealt with, it 
is only right that the nature of its other authorities should be considered.—-The 


consideration of Smrti and Custom comes before that of Namadhéya (Names), — 


which is a part of the Veda, because while the Namadh@ya does not affect the 


Smrti, the Smrti does at times help in the comprehension of the Namadhéya.—_ 
Before considering those cases where there is conflict between Veda and Smrti, we 


deal with the more general preliminary question—Is Smrti to be regarded as having 
any authority in matters E to Dharma. ?] 


' Bhāsya. 


So far we have claind the authoritative character. of the whole 
Veda. Now we are going to consider cases where we do not find any Vedic 
texts and yet there are Smrtis to: the effect that ‘this act should be perform- 
ed in such and such a manner, and for such and such a purpose > ;—the 


question to determine in this. connection being, whether or: not similar 
authority attaches to these Smrtis. As examples of such Smytis we have— 
(a): The Asrakä should be. performed’, | (i 
te) ‘Tanks should:be dug’ > (a) ‘Drink g booths: ‘should be set up’, fe) 


The Teacher is to be followed’, 


‘One should lesen a tuft of hair on the head 5 


and so forth: 
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{The grounds for doubt regarding the authoritative character of such rules 
have been thus set forth in the Tantravartika, Translation, p. 105—In as much 
-as these Smrtis are the work of human authors and are dependent upon their memory, 
which cannot be infallible, their authority is not inborn or self-sufficient, like 
that of the Veda;—yet on the other hand, they are found to be accepted as 
authoritative by an unbroken line of Vedic Scholars from time immemorial; hence 
they vannot be altogether wrong or untrustworthy. Hence the doubt.] 


The Pirvapaksa view on this question is as follows:—“‘ Inasmuch as 
Dharma is based upon the Veda, what is not Veda should be disregarded. 
That Veda is the only right means of knowing Dharma has been made clear 
under Sūtra 1. 1. 2, where it has been declared that ‘Dharma is that 
which is indicated by means of the Veda as conducive to the highest good’ ; 
hence all that has been cited (being not Veda and hence) having no sound 
basis, should not be heeded.” 


[The supporter of Smriti says]—Those persons (Smrti- writers) who TA 
that such and such an act should be done in this manner, —how could they 
say that the Act should not be done at all? [That is, there is no reason for 
suspecting the veracity or authority of the Smrti-writers. The Tantra- 
varitka puts the reasoning in a better form—‘If the Smrti-writers knew a 
certain action, for instance, the Astakd, as one that should not be done, 
how could they declare it to be one that should be done, and re lead 
rey. the people of the present day ?’] . 
[The Pūrvapaksin continues]—“ The answer to this is that ike false 
or wrong declarations might be made by the writers by reason of the im- 
possibility of their having any remembrance (of the acts concerned). As a 

matter of fact, no one ever remembers any such thing as has not been appre- 
` hended or heard by him; and the subject in. question (the Astakd offering) | 
is not mentioned in the Veda and is something super-physical (and hence 
not cognisable. by any other means. of cognition); [so that it could not 
have been previously known to the Smrti-writers at all;], and no remem- 
brance (of the Act) is possible for the Smrti-writers, for the simple reason 
that they have not had previous cognition, which is what brings about 
Remembrance... Remembrance under the circumstances would be just like 
the remembrance. that a barren woman. might have to the. effect that 
‘such and such act was done by my daughters son’; if she ever had 
such a remembrance, then, knowing as she does that she has had no 
daughter, she could never believe that remembrance of the son’s act to be 
correct. 

“ The Opponent may say— Even so, just as in the ease of the Veda, we 
‘accept as authoritative the remembrance (or tradition) of these Smrti-writers 
by reason of there being an unbroken tradition among them regarding what 

_ ts Veda,——in the same manner we may accept as authoritative their remem- 
: brance regarding the matter under consideration {the Asiakd and the rest).” 
“But this is not possible ; ‘because. in the case of the Veda, the compi- l 
lation being there, the previous Cognition (necessary for remembrance) is not 
impossible; in the case of the Asfakd and the rest. on the other hand, as 
these are imperceptible things, there’ could” be no means of any previous | 
: Cognition of them, and hence it follows that any pronomon regarding these 
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must be wrong. In fact, this case would resemble the case where a person 
born blind says ‘I remember this particular colour ’,—and being asked, ‘ How 
could you have any Cognition of colour ?’, he points to another person blind 
from birth,—it being asked from where this latter derived his Cognition, 
another person blind from birth is pointed out; so that even though there 
is an unbroken line of tradition of persons born blind, no sensible people can 
ever regard this remembrance as right Cognition. 

“Thus we conclude that a Smrti like those we have been considpriag ai is 
not to be treated with respect, it is to be § sei oles ou 


SUTRA (2). 


|SrppHANTA|—Bvut (SMRTI) IS TRUSTWORTHY, AS THERE WOULD 
BE INFERENCE (ASSUMPTION, OF THE BASIS IN.THE VEDA) 
FROM THE FACT OF THE AGENT BEING THE SAME. 
Bhasya. 

‘The phrase ‘api vä’ (‘but’) implies the rejection of the Parvapaksa. 

The Smrti, (Remembrance), is ‘ pramdna’, ‘ trustworthy’ ;—because it is a 
kind of Cognition; and how can Cognition be wrong ?—It might be argued 
that—‘‘ as there could have been no means available for the previous Cogni- 
tion (of such things as Asiakd and the like), there could be no previous Cog- 
nition of them (on which the Remembrance would be based).’’—Our answer 
is— Anumdnam’, (‘there would be inference’);—i.e. we would infer the 
reason for the reliability of the Remembrance. Of course the ground of this 
reliability could not be any previous direct apprehension, as (in the very 
nature of the things concerned) no direct apprehension is possible; human 
beings do not, in their present life, have any direct apprehension of things 
like Astak@; and what may have been apprehended in a previous life is not 
remembered during the present life. But what we could infer (as the ground. 
for reliability) is the Text (Vedic) itself [which would have provided the 

Smrti-writers with the previous Cognition necessary for the Remembrance, 

Smrti, which would thus have its basis in that inferred Vedic text] ;—this 

inference being drawn from the fact (premiss) that ‘ the agent is the same” ;— 

i.e, the ‘agent’, author, of the Smrti is the same as the ‘agent’, performer, of 

the acts prescribed in the Veda.—Thus it becomes established that in the 

case of the Smrti Remembrance, of men of the three higher castes, there is 
actual connection (support, basis) in the Veda, 
Says the Opponent—‘ But people do not. find. any such Vv edie Text as 

you would infer (as the basis for Smyzi).” a. 

~ Even if they do not actually find it, ee would infer it. Thi is quite pos- 
sible also that the text upon which the Smrti is based was poy: ‘known 

` to the Smrti-writer, but has : since been forgotten, . 

Thus in the case of. the ‘remembrance’ f men of thè. three: ‘higher 
castes, the necessary ‘previous cognition’ veing traceable,—-and it being 
‘possible that the texts from which that Cc gnition. proceeded have been fòr- _ 

< gotten,—the inference | of the. text. becomes j tifiable;. consequently: Smi. 

ooie moeto: f : i 4 
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Then again, we do find in the Veda, texts indicative of the Astaka ;—e.g. 
‘ Yäñjanāh pratinandanti, etc.’ (Paraskara-Griiya-Saiva 3. 2.2; Apastamba- 
Mantrapatha 2. 20. 27.) 

[The whole passage reads thus—‘ Yäñjanāh pratinandanti ratrindhémnumive - 
yatim sarnvatsarasya ya patni sū no astu sumangali astaka yaistu radhast svaha’ ;— 
here Astaka is spoken of as the Divinity of the Night, eulogised as the ‘ Consort of 
the Year’; here we have a Vedie text speaking of Aeiaka@ as an object of adora- 


tion; and this is taken as indicative of the desirability of performing the rites of 
the Astaka.] .. 


As regards the ATIN aani of Smrti, —rules of conduct quoted above, 
(relating to the ‘ following of the Teacher’, ‘ the digging of tanks’, ‘ establish- 
ing of drinking booths’, and so forth), their authority (reliability, trust- 
worthiness) rests. in the fact of the apparently useful purposes served by 
them; for instance,—(a) if one follows his Teacher, the Teacher becomes 
pleased and teaches him with care, and also being satisfied with the pupil, 
explains to him the reasonings that go to solve the various difficulties that 
present themselves in the course of the study of the texts. This rule of follow- 
ing the Teacher derives support also from the Vedic text—‘ Therefore the 
inferior always walks behind the superior walking ahead’ (which speaks of 
the Ass following after the Horse, and hence indicates the propriety of the 


a Superior Person being followed by the Inferior) ;—(b) Drinking Booths and 
Tanks are philanthropic works, conducive to the benefit of the people, and not 


conducive to Dharma (merit only, and hence directly cognisable only through 
the Veda); as indicatives of such acts, we have the text—‘ Dhanvanniva prap 
ast’ (Rgveda 10. 4. 1) [which indicates the establishing of Drinking Booths], 
—and ‘Sthalayodakam parigrhnanti’ [which indicates the digging of water- 
reservoirs, Tanks].—(c) As for the keeping of a tuft of hair on the head, this — 
Serves the purpose of indicating the gotra (Clan) to which one belongs; and 


as indicative of this we find the text ‘ Yatra bandh sampatanti kumara vishi- 


kha i iva’ (Rgveda 6. 75. 117.7) [which cites the case of < young boys with vari- 
ous top-knots’ as‘a simile, and this indicates the practice of keeping tufts 
of hair as indicative of gotra].—Thus then, those rules (Smrti) that serve ap- 
parently useful purposes are trustworthy on that account, and in the case of 
those that pertain to transcendental purposes, we shall infer Vedic texts as 
their basis (and on this basis will rest their trustworthy character). 


[The Prabhakara presentation. of the Adhikaranas in this Pada is somewhat 


_ different. According to him, the question of the authority of Smrti or Oustom 


does not concern us; the subject-matter of the Adhyaya is the Means of knowing 
Dharma, and it having been established that the Veda is the only means of know- 
ing Dharma, the whole Adhyéya should deal with the authority of the Veda 
only. —-Thus then, the vieayavakya of the present Adhikarana is the Vedic text that Te 


“has been cited above as indicative of the Astaka r“ Yanjanah pratinandanti, etc.” ; 
and not the Smrti-rule relating to Agtakā. This Vedic Text is found to speak of the 
oe Divinity of the Night, and thus. becomes connected with the Astaka-Rite laid down: 


in the Smrti, in which the Night figures as a deity. —Now in regard. to the truat- 


2 us worthy. character. of this rule. regarding the Astaka, the Pirvapaksa, view is as 
follows :— The Smrti-rule that ‘the Agtak@ should ‘be performed’ is found to 

accomplish its purpose of enjoining the Rite, only through the help of the Vedic - 
text quoted; —the Vedic text aen as “Andisaaing the Divinity o ‘of the Night, must 
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have had in view that same Astaké-Rite in which Night figures as a deity, and 
which has been enjoined only in the work of a human author;—and thus this 
Vedic text is found to be dependent. upon the work of a human author, which 
therefore shakes its inborn self-sufficient authority ; and thereby the authority of 
the entire Veda becomes shaken.’’—The Siddh@nta view is as follows :—When we 
have found that the persons who wrote down the rule that ‘the Aziak@ should be 
performed’ must have found a basis for the rule in the Veda itself,—then the 
injunction of the Astaka must be regarded as emanating from (based upon) the 
Veda itself; so that the text ‘YaAjandh, etc.’, also refers to a divinity that figures in 
an act enjoined originally in the Veda itself; and thus the manira-text is not 
dependent upon the Smrti-rule at all; it is based upon the Vedic text upon which 
primarily the Smrti-rule is inferred to rest.— Rjuvimala. | 


ADHIKARANA (2): Shruti (Veda) more. authoritative than. 
. Smrti. 
SŪTRA (3). 


WHEN THERE IS CoNFLICT (BETWEEN VEDA AND SMRTI), THE 
| SMRTI SHOULD BE DISREGARDED; BECAUSE IT IS 
ONLY WHEN THERE IS NO SUCH CONFIACT 
THAT THERE IS AN ASSUMPTION (OF 
VEDIC TEXT IN SUPPORT OF 
SMRTI). 


Bhasya. 


[The authority of Smrits in Sal having been established, the author next 
proceeds to point out exceptions. ] 

_ The question that arises now is—How would it be in cases where there 
is a conflict between Smrti and Shruti? For instance—{a) The Smrti rule 
that the whole of the Udumbara-Post should be covered—is in conflict 
with the Shruti-rule that ‘one should sing a Sdman, touching the Post’ [no 
touching of the Post is possible when the whole of it is covered with cloth] ; 


—(b) The Smrti-rule that ‘ one should remain a Vedic Student for forty-eight: 


years’ is in conflict with the rule that ‘one should instal the Fire when 
a son is born to him and his hair is still black’. [If a man is to remain 


-| a student for 48 years, he would not marry. before he is 55 or 56 years old, 


by which time his hair would cease to be black,—and he could not instal 
. the Fire before marriage] ;—(c) the Smyti-rule that ‘one should not take food 


. at the place of one who has purchased Soma (for the Soma-sacrifice)’ 


is in conflict with the Shruti-rule that ‘on the completion of the Agnistoma 
stage (of the Soma-sacrifice) one should dine at the house of the sacrificer’ 
[at the time mentioned here, the sacrificer will have purchased the Soma]. 
` [Now the question arises—are these Srorti-rules authoritative 2] 
~The Pirvapaksa view is that “all this Smrti is authoritative, because 
l the agent is the same (as declared in the preceding Sūtra)” 
In answer to this, our Siddhdnta view is as follows A oomh as. the 
Smrti lays down something that eannot be done, it must be regarded as 
wrong.‘ But why can it not be done ? ”—Because the touching of the Post. 
has been enjoined, therefore it cannot be entirely covered up. and yet 
- touched by the singing priest. For when we understand that the Post is to 
-bë touched by the singing Priest, what is there that would obstruct this 
notion of ours? It would. be obstructed. by the. Smrii laying. down the. 
; covering up of the whole: Post. [Thus this is a clear case of conflict. between 
the two}.—* The only reason’ tha would make the Smrti wrong would be 
the fact of its having. no basis in the Veda; but it could have a Vedic text 


for its basis,”—It could have a Vedic text (assumed by us) for its basis 


only if the idea of touching the Post were wrongs if this. ides. of touching : 
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is not wrong, then the idea of covering up, being impossible, must be wrong ; 
and just as no direct Apprehension is assumed, merely because (without it) 
something is not possible, in the same manner no Vedic text can be assumed 


(simply because the ‘covering up of the whole post’) would be wrong 


without such a text.—‘-In that case, how about the Smrti laying down 
the covering up of the whole Rost ?*’—Well, it is wrong.—“ But why should 
we assume it to be wrong ? ”—Because it conflicts with an idea founded 
on the Vede. 

“But why cannot we regard the two rules (Smrti and Shruti) as 
optional alternatives,—like Vrihi and Yava, or like the two Samans, Brhat 
and Rathantara?”’ 

That cannot be; as option is admitted in only those cases ; where neither 
of the two courses is known to be wrong.—[There is some obscurity attaching 
to this. passage, due mainly to the explanation provided in the Tantravdr- 
tika, where the Kdrikd beginning with ‘ Pérvokténaiva margéna, etc., clearly 
means that in every case of Option, one of the two alternatives must be re- 


garded as wrong; and according to this the Bhagya should be translated as— ` : 


‘ Until one of the two is definitely recognised as wrong there can be no option’ ; 
the negative particle ‘na’ in this case is construed along with what follows. 
As a matter of fact however, if either of the alternatives is definitely 
recognised to be wrong, then it is rejected altogether, and it is not taken 


l as an acceptable alternative; it is only when neither of the alternatives 


is definitely recognised as wrong, that both are recognised as equally right. 


~The only way in which the Bhasya could possibly be explained in 


accordance with the Vdrtika is to take the ‘wrongness’ of one of the 
alternatives to mean the partial wrongness which attaches to every alterna- 


tive option, involved in the fact that when one accepts the first alternative, it 


means the rejection of the other, and this rejection implies that the alterna- 
tive so rejected must be taken as wrong at least for that occasion.—But from 


what follows in the Bhdsya, it appears better to take the negative particle — 


‘na’ as separate, and to accept the translation as given above in the body 
of the text.]--As a matter of fact however, if ‘the covering up of the whole 


post’ is right, ‘the touching of it’ must be wrong,—and if the ‘touching? 
is right, then the ‘covering up of the whole’ mentioned in the Smrti must- 


be wrong. But when the other party talks of this being a case of ‘ Option’, 


he admits that the ‘touching’ is partly right [i.e. it is right in the event of . 
_ the performer adopting that alternative]; this ‘Touching’ however has its 


source in the Veda;—and. if. the authority of this Veda is admitted, it 
cannot be partial;—as regards the ‘covering up of the whole which 
according to the other party, is the second alternative in the option—that 


also would (according to him). be only partly right [i.e. only in the event 
- of the performer adopting that alternative] ; ; and what is. only partly right . 


can never justify the assumption of a Vedic text in support of itself; as 
any such assumption would be obstructed by the idea: of“ ‘touching’ [which, 


‘ag derived directly from the Vedic. text, would be absolutely right, and henee 


very much more powerful than. the $ ‘covering up of the whole’ which is 
admitted | to be only. partly right]. — Hence unless it is ‘recognised. as. right, 


< not- wrong, no Vedig text, in its ‘support, can be paciumied = —Nor will. it 
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be right to hold that the same alternative (of ‘covering the whole’) is wrong 
in one case and right in another ;—because its source (or basis of authority) 
would be the same in the one case as in the other; if then it is not wrong in 
one case, it cannot be wrong in the other, as the authority of the Vedic text 
(on which the Smrti is based) would be the same in all cases; the Vedic 
text cannot be operative in only one case, as.a text is always found in the 
form of a composition of words; and this cannot be regarded as wrong 
reading in one case (and right in another). From all this it follows that 
the idea (of covering of the whole post, which is derived from Smrti), in 
one case, can have no status other than that of a mistake; and consequently 
on account of its being in conflict (with the direct Vedic text), the idea 
of ‘covering up the whole post’ is held to have its source in either wrong 


learning or dream or some such other source of wrong cognitions. For so — 


long as the said conflict is there, there can be no reason to justify the view 
that the idea of ‘covering up the whole’ is right. Hence the conclusion 

is that, just as (according to the other party also) no Vedic text (in support 
of the ‘covering up of the whole’) can be assumed in one case (ie. in 
the case of the other alternative of ‘touching’ being adopted by the perfor- 
mer), so it cannot be assumed in the other case also; as the reason [for 


not assuming the Vedic text, i.e. the conflict with a direct Vedic text] 


remains the same in both cases. 


Then again, there being a mutual interdependence, (the Smrti regarding | 


the ‘covering up of the whole’ cannot be right), because its significance 


would be dependent upon something extraneous to itself —“ What is this: 
ee mutual interdependence ?’’—If the Smrti-rule (regarding covering up the whole) _ 
is right, then the touching (laid down in the Shruti) is .wrong,—and if 
the Touching is right, then the Smrti is wrong; it is in this way that there 


` is mutual .interdependence.—Now as between these two (the Shruti laying 
down Touching and the Smrti laying down Covering up the whole), the source 
of the Touching is fully recognised (in the Vedic text), while the source 
of the Smrti has got to be found (assumed):—this is what is meant by 
‘the Smrti-rule having “its significance dependent upon something extraneous 
to itself’. Thus then, the source of the Smrti being yet to be found, its 


authority is far from being established ; and if the Smrti is not authoritative, 
. then: the Touching (laid down in the Shruti) cannot be wrong j—and if the 


Touching is not wrong, then there can be no reason for assuming a Vedic 
text in support of the Smrti-rule, for the simple reason that no validity 
(authority, trustworthiness) attaches to this latter. 

Says the Opponent—* By this same process of reasoning, in so far 
as the notion of Vrihi being the material for the sacrifice is right, there can 
be no room for the Vedic text erig: down Yava bea the other opon 
alternative) *. ae 


Certainly | there would be: no room. . for ach & “Wadie ‘text; if, it dia 


noe exist there already; as a matter ‘of. fact. however, the Vedig. text: 


presoribing | Yava. (as an optional | alternative). is already there - (and has 


_ not got to be assumed) ; ; and certainly when the text is there already, nothing | 


can, be said against it. In this case both the texts are there zand the two 


are two distinct sentences 5 one: Tee ‘Speake of the Yav only as the 
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"substance for ‘the sacrifice; and the other speaks of the Vrīhi only as the 
substance for it; and when something is distinctly mentioned by a sentence, 
it cannot be put aside. For this reason, in the case of Yava and Vrihi, it is 
only right that Option should be admitted.—Similarly i in the case i the two 
Sämans, Brhat and Rathantara. 

It is for the reason that it has been declared that Smrti conflicting with 
Shruti is not trustworthy ; consequently what has been said in the Smrti 
regarding the ‘ Covering up of the whole Post’ has to be disregarded. 


SUTRA (4). 
ALSO BECAUSE WE FIND MOTIVES. 
| Bhasya. 


(a) Some greedy priests being desirous of having a large piece of cloth, 
covered up the whole of the Post at a certain performance ; this was what gave 


rise to the Smrti-rule (that the whole post should be covered up).—(b) Some. 


greedy Priest took food at the house of the Sacrificer after he had purchased 
the Soma [and this gave rise to the Smrti-rule permitting such eating].—(c) 
Some people, with a view to conceal their want of virility, remained Religious 


Students for forty-eight years; and this is what gave rise to the Smrti-rule. 
permitting such a course.—[For this reason also, no authority can attach to — 


the Smrti which is found to have its source in such motives.] 


. This Sūtra (4) may also be taken by itself as embodying a separate in- 
dependent Adhikarana, as follows :— 
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ADHIKARANA (3) : N o authority atiaches to Smrtis prompted 
by worldly motives. 


SUTRA 4. 


If WORLDLY MOTIVES ARE DISCERNIBLE THE SMRTI-RULES CANNOT 
BE REGARDED AS TRUSTWORTHY. | 


[The foregoing Adhikarana dealt with those Smrti-rules that are in conflict 
with Vedic texts; the present Adhikarana deals with those Smrti-rules which 
are not in conflict with any Vedic texts, but which are found to be prompted 
hy greed and. other motives.] 


 Bhasya. 


There are such Smrti-rules as (a) ‘The cloth used at the Vaisanjana 


Homa is to be taken by the Adhvaryu priest ’,—and (b) ‘ They should give 
away the cloth covering the Post ’.—In regard to the authoritative character 
of these, the Parvapaksa view is. that “they are authoritative, because 
the agent is the same (as declared in Sūtra 1. 3, 2).”—The Siddhdnta view how- 


ever is that such Smrti-rules cannot be regarded as authoritative ; ‘because ` 
at the root of these there is something totally different (from motives 


of Dharma) ;—the fact. being that some people did such an act through greed, 


and this gave-rise to the Smrti. This view (rejecting the authority of such — 
Smrtis) is “more reasonable than the assuming of Vedic texts in their — 


support. 


[Kumarila does not accept the view propounded in ‘these two Adhikaranas, 


whereby certain Smrti-rules are held to be absolutely devoid of authority. Ac- 
cording to bim the form of the Siddhanta as embodied in Sūtra (2) should be 
as follows—‘ When there is a conflict between the ideas expressed by the Vedic 
text and the Smrti it is the Vedic text that should be regarded as authoritative ’,—~ 

which means that in cases where the Smrti-texts have expressed in other words 
the sense of certain Vedic teats, without quoting the exact words of these latter,— 
they make their own authority dependent upon the assumption of those texts whose 
sense they are meant to express; while the Vedic text, which declares what is not in 
agreement with what has been declared in the Smrti, is self-sufficient in its author- 
ity; and as such this latter inspires greater confidence, and leads people to adopt 


eee the course laid down in it, in preference to the other course laid down: in the 
. Smrti: But this does not mean that the Smrti has no authority at all.—For a full. 


_ discussion, see Tantravirtika—Translation, pp. 154-165.—On pp. 165-168 Kumarila 
suggests another . interpretation of the Adhikaranas, whereby what are declared 
tobe untrustworthy are, not the Smrtis admittedly based upon the Veda, but those 
so-called. < ‘ Smrtis’ which have. nee „Propovnded ail Bandahos, Jainas: and other 
Heretina seots.] ao : 


ApurmaRANa (4): What deals with the Act is more authori- 


tative than what deals with its accessory. 
SUTRAS (5-6). 


[PoRvaraKsa]—* Ir IT BE HELD THAT WHEN THERE IS NO DISTURB- 
ANCE OF THE VEDIO TEXT, THE .SMRTI-RULE IS NOT INCOM- 
PATIBLE WITH THE VEDA,—OUR ANSWER IS THAT THIS 
- CANNOT BE RIGHT, BECAUSE THE LIMIT HAS BEEN 
FIXED BY THE SORIPTURES ” 


[The case of Smrti texts dealing with acts to be done for accomplishing certain 
results desired by man has been dealt with so far; it has been shown that they are 
accepted or disregarded according as they are found to be in agreement or in 
conilict with the Veda. We are now going to deal with those Smti-texts which 
bear upon such small acts as are not performed for accomplishing any definite pur- 


pose, but only come to be performed on certain occasions during a sacrificial 
o performance. | 


Bhasya. 


“The Smrti-rules dealt with here are such as—(a) ‘An act should be done 


-after rinsing the mouth’,—(6) ‘An act should be done by one wearing the 
Yajnopavita’,—(¢) ‘One should perform the acts with the right hand’ and 
such others. 

The question that arises in regard to these is—Are these Smrti-rules in, 
conflict with the Veda and hence should not be followed? Or, are they not 
in conflict with the Veda and therefore should be followed ? l 

Says the Pūrvapaksin :—- : 

“In this connection if it be held that— Inasmuch as the following of: 
the rules does not militate against anything declared in the Veda, they are no! 

in conflict with it’ (Si. 5),—-then, our answer to this is that it is not so; be- 
cause if these rules were followed, then they would militate against the 
Order (of acts) laid down in the scriptures.—How ?—Well, if one were to per- 


form the mouth-rinsing and other acts (mentioned in the said rules) between 7 


the making of the Veda (a bundle of kusha- grass) and the making of 
the Vedi (a four-inch deep altar between two .Fires),—it would mili- 
tate against the Vedic text ‘One should make the Vedi after making the 
Veda’ [where the order prescribed is that the making of the Veda should be 
followed by the making of the Vedi; and if the rinsing of the mouth were to, 


be done between the two, then that. order would. be infringed]. —Similarly if. 


one were to do all the acts with the right hand only (as laid: down i in the 
Smrit-rule), sometimes the performance of the primary act might go beyond 
ite prescribed time (by reason of the delay due to every act: being done with 
the right hand only, which must get tired very soon); while by using both 
hands, the Primary Act would: be ‘sompleted 9 well Within its prescribed: time.” 


E E ENN 


98 SHABARA-BHASYA : 


SUTRA (7). 


{SmppHinta]—ButT WHEN NO MOTIVE CAN BE DETECTED, THEY 
SHOULD BE RECOGNISED AS USEFUL. . 


. Bhasya. 


The phrase ‘api vd’ (€ but’) serves to reject the view stated above. 

The right view is that when Smrti-texts like those under consideration 
‘are such as are not found to. have been prompted by an improper motive, 
they must be accepted as authoritative.—‘“ But they are found to militate 
against the prescribed order of sequence and the prescribed time. ”—-Let them 
militate against it; that does not vitiate their authority; because the 
rinsing of the mouth is an act, while the order of sequence is only a quality of 
(accessory to) the act; and an act cannot be omitted for the sake of an 
accessory.—Further, it is only when the acts are already done that the order of 
sequence comes in subsequently; so that at the time that the acts appear 
there is no. order present,—with what then will the acts. be in conflict ? 
[Hence there is nothing against. the authority of the Smrti-rule in question. ] 


Similarly, if with a view to guard against the transgression of time, one 


were to cease to act with the right hand only,—in this case also consider- 
_ ations of time should not alter the form of the act [i.e. the act to be done by 
the right hand should not be done by the left]; because Time is only a 
_ subsidiary factor in the performance and auxiliary to it; and hence for the 
sake of the Time, the Act should not be disturbed. 


Further, acting with the right hand and wearing the ne oe thread | 


‘constitute purity (or cleanliness), and such things are not regarded as inter- 
‘ruptions at all; because purity or cleanliness is a necessary adjunct to 
‘all actions. [And a necessary adjunct cannot be regarded as an inter- 
ruption—says Rjuvimald. | 
a From all this it follows that the Smrti-rules relating to all these acts— 
Rinsing, Using the Right Hand, eee the Sacrificial ‘Thread and the like— 
are ‘authoritative (trustworthy). 


[On this adhikarane also, Kumérila holds an entirely different opinion. His 
contention is that none of the Smrti-rules dealt with here are in any way against 
any Vedic texts; and as such there need be no separate Adhikarana devoted 
to their consideration. According to him therefore, siitras 5 and 6 form part of the 
foregoing Adhikarana, and sūtra 7 forms a distinct adhikarana by itself. By 
this interpretation the sense of siitras (5) and. (6) i is held to be as follows :—* If the 

_ Opponent. argues that-—* a rule emanating even from a heretic should be accepted 


a8 authoritative when it is found that it is not contrary to the Veda,—such _- 
rules for instance as that one should be truthful, charitable and so forth ’’, [sii. 5], 


then we deny this, because the extent. and number of authoritative scriptures 


4 is limited’ [si. 6];—the conclusion therefore is that‘ Dharma can bring about 


ita. results only when it is understood with: the help of those scriptures which 
are recognised as having their basis in the Veda. |As for sütra (7), it stands, by itself 


embodying the Adhikarana treating of: the authoritative character of the Practices © 
_ of Good Men; the. sense of the sūtra being that ‘those acts which cannot be 
ascribed to any worldly mO A and which are eyes pettormed (by. good men) must ` 
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be recognised as dharma’; this would be the Siddh@nta.as against the Pūrvapoksa 
that “ many practices are found to be such as are repugnant to the Veda, conse- 
quently no authority should attach to Practices.” The meaning of the Siddhanta 
is that when, in regard to any particular Practice, we find that it is current among 
good men,—and we cannot attribute it to greed or any such sordid motive,—we 
should accept it as authoritative, as Dharma. 

There is another interpretation suggested by Kumarila, by which Sūtra (3) 
is to he taken as part of Adhtkarana (4), and sūtras (6) and (7) as embodying 
the Adhikarana dealing with the Practices of Good Men; under which sira (6) 
embodies the Pirvapaksa in the sense that “ those practices cannot be regarded as 
authoritative. in. matters relating to Dharma, because the number and extent of 
authoritative scriptures is limited to the Veda and its auxiliaries;’’ and the 
Siddhania in answer to this is found in Sūtra (7); in the sense already oa in 
the preceding paragraph. 

There is yet another interpretation suggested by Kumiarila, whereby all these 
three sūras (5), (6), and (7) are taken as embodying the Siddhanta in answer to 
a Pūrvapaksa from without, bearing upon the Practices of Good Men. The sense of 
the three stitras, in this case, would be as follows—‘That which is taught in 
the Veda and the Smrti,—if this is not contradicted by the Practices of Good Men,— 
such practices can be accepted as authority on Dharma; but whenever there is the 
least thing repugnant to the teachings of the Veda, then, as there would be a conflict 
of authorities, the Practices cannot be accepted to have any authority at all.— 

See Tantravartika—Translation, pp. 173-203.] 


Apuikaraya (5): A word should always be understood in 
the sense assigned to it in the scriptures. 


SUTRA (8). 


(Ptrvapaxsa|—‘ INASMUCH AS NO INCONGRUITY IS FOUND IN ANY 
OF THEM, THE SEVERAL SIGNIFICATIONS SHOULD BE EQUALLY 
(ACCEPTABLE). 


[It has þeen established that Veda and Smrti are authoritative means of know- 
ing Dharma. Now arises the question of the right comprehension of the meanings 
of words. occurring in Vedie and Smrti texts. ] 


Bhasya. 


Tn such texts as—(a) ‘ The cooked offering consists of Yava’, (b) ‘Shoes 
of Vardha-skin’, (Taitti. Bra. 1. 7. 9. 4; Maitrā. Sarn. 4. 46; cf. Shata. Bra, 
5, 4.3. 19); (c) ‘One collects the Prdjdpatyas on the Vetasa-mat’,—we find 
‘the words (a) ‘yava’, ‘vardha’ and ‘vétasa’.—Now (a) some people use the 


word ‘yava’ in the sense of Barley-corn, others in the sense of Long- | 


pepper ;—(b) the word ‘vardha’ is used by some in the sense of the Hog, by 
others in the sense of the Black Bird ;—(c) some people use the word ‘ vetasa A 
in the sense of the Bañjula-creeper, and others in the sense of the Black- 
_ berry.—Since the words have both significations, these latter should be re- 
garded as options, and.we may accept the one or the other as we choose, ; 

(The question being as to which of the two significations is the right one, 
the Pirvapaksa view is that]—‘‘ Since both the meanings are found to be 
signified by the word, the BeCaptance of one or the other is optional (we 
may accept whichever we choose)’’. 


SUTRA (9). 


_ [Srppuanra|—IN REALITY, THAT WHICH IS BASED ON THE 
SCRIPTURES (IS TO BE REGARDED AS MORE AUTHORITATIVE) ; 

BECAUSE THE SCRIPTURES ARE THE BASIS OF AUTHO- 

RiTy. [OR, THAT SENSE IN WHICH THE WORD IS USED 

BY ‘PERSONS WHO TAKE THEIR STAND UPON. THE 
SCRIPTURES IS TO BE ACCEPTED AS THE 
MORE AUTHORITATIVE ; BECAUSE | 
iT IS. | MORE RELIABLE THAN 
ANY: ovner.) 


- Bhūsya. 


‘The partiile # of {tin i ) sets aside the Parapara s view, 
(a) As regards the word ‘yava’. (the explanation of the tivo-fold usage 
lies in „the fact tenan if the word. denotes the. Barley-corm, then it can: be 
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applied (indirectly) to the Long-pepper, by reason of its similarity to Barley ; 
and conversely, if it denotes the Long-pepper, it can be applied to the Barley, 
by reason of its similarity to the Long-pepper.— What is the similarity 
between the two?”—The similarity between the two consists in the fact 
that both Barley and Long-pepper plants grow after previous corn-plants 
are over.—** What then is the factor that determines which is the right signi- 
fication of the term ?’—That signification is the right one which is accepted 
by persons who rely upon the scriptures.—‘ Who are the persons that rely 
upon the scriptures ?’—They that are cultured and learned; because such 
persons are conversant with the unbroken tradition bearing upon words and 
the Vedas; that is the reason why cultured persons are the ‘ basis’, means, 
for ascertaining the sense of Vedic and Smrti texts. 

In regard to the subject under consideration,—following upon the in- 
- junction that ‘the Karambha-vessel should be filled with Yava, the declara- 
tion (of the scriptures) is to the effect that the ‘ Yava-plants flourish merrily 
when all other plants are withering’, where the Veda shows that the word 
Fava’ stands for Barley [as the Barley-plant flourishes just before the 
spring when all other plants shed their leaves]. And since we find this 
indication in the Veda, we conclude that there is a long unbroken tradition 
behind the use of the word ‘ Yava’ in the sense of Barley; from which it 
_ follows that the word can be applied to the Long-pepper only indirectly 
(figuratively) ;—-hence the conclusion is that the cake is to be made of 


ek Barley-meal. 


l _ (b) In regard to the word ‘vardha’, the Vedic text ‘therefore cows run 
after the vardha’ (Shata. Bra. 4. 4. 3. 19) shows that the word ‘vardha’ 
denotes the Hog, as it is the Hog that cows run after [at a festival held 
along with the Dipdvali}. 


(c) In regard to the ‘ vetasa’, the Vedic text ‘the Vetasa is water-born’ 


indicates that the word ‘vetasa’ stands|for the Bañjūla-creeper, as it is the : 


Bavijitla-creeper ‘that grows in water, while the Pipot bany: tree grows either 
on dry ground or on hill-streams. 


. [Kumärila takes exception to the above presentation of the Adhikarana: for 
reagons, see Pantravartika, Translation, pp. 207-208, He therefore takes the: 
Adhikarana as discriminating between the usage of words among Aryas and among 
Mlechchhas. The Pirvapakea view is that— In regard to all visible things, the 
signification accepted by the Arya and the Mlechchha is equally authoritative 
(SH, 8); it is only in regard to superphysical things that the usage of the Arya has 
superior authority ; in the case of ordinary things the expressiveness of all words has 
to be accepted as equally eternal,—from the mere fact of their being expressive ; 
consequently, so long as the word denotes a certain meaning, it does not make any 


difference whether the signification i is known among Aryas or Mlechchhas.”—In reply © ` : A 
to ‘this we. have the Siddhania. in Sa. (9) in the sense that that sense has to be. 
accepted as more authoritative which i is i adospted by P who take their stand 


upon seriptures——i.e, the Aryas. 


Kumarila offers another interpretation “of ‘tbe Adhikarana as déaling with, the a 
comparative authority of Smriti and. ‘Custom. “In cases where a Custom. is repug- ` 


nant to a Smrti-text, the Pirvapaksa view is that “both are to be regarded as 


aoa s authoritative (sa ay because both 3 qually derive. their, authority mi the: a 
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Veda ”’.—The Siddh&nia in answer to this says that the Smrti is possessed of superior 
authority, because it is the Smrti that is based directly on the Veda (Sa. 9). In 
the case of the Smrti, the corroborative Vedie text is. assumed directly from the 
fact of its being compiled by people learned in the Veda; whereas in the case 
of. Custom, we have first to assume a corresponding Smpti-teat, and then on the 
strength of this assumed Smrti-iext, wo have to assume the corroborative Vedie 
text; the support of the Veda thus in this case is one step further removed. 

There is yet another interpretation of the Adhikarana suggested by KumiArila, 
by which it deals with the comparative authority of the sense conveyed by words in 
the Veda and that conveyed in common parlance. The word ‘ashvavila’, for 
instance, used in the Veda, denotes reed, while in common parlance, it denotes 
horse's hatr;—the question arising which of these should be accepted as suthori- 
tative, the Piirvapaksa view is that “ both are of equal authority (Si. 8), because 
in the matter of the signification of words, the Veda does not in any way differ 
from other sources of verbal knowledge; its superior authority being restricted only 
to. things pertaining to Dharma”.—The Siddhinta in answer to this is that that 
signification of words which is based upon the scriptures is decidedly more authori- 
tative, because the knowledge of Dharma is obtained hy means of the scriptures 
alone (Sti. 9). A signification accepted and sanctioned by the Veda is irrevocably 
fixed and can never be set aside, while that sanctioned by ordinary usage is variable 
and liable to change. ] 


ADHIKARANA (6): The usage of words current among 
| Mlechchhas is also authoritative. 


SUTRA (10). 


THE MEANING IMPARTED (BY THE MLECHCHHA, TO A WORD) WOULD 
BE DULY COMPREHENDED BECAUSE IT IS NOT INCOMPATIBLE 
WITH ANY AUTHORITY [OR, IT SHOULD BE REGARDED AS 
-SANCTIONED BY THE AUTHORITY OF THE VEDA, 

BECAUSE IT IS NOT INCONGRUOUS]. 


Bhiisya. 


{It has been established that that meaning is to be regarded as more 
authoritative which is accepted by persons who take their stand upon the 
scriptures.| Now in the Veda we meet with certain words which are not 
used by the Aryas (who are the people that take their stand on the serip- 
tures) in any sense at all, but are in use among Mlechchhas; such are the 
words ‘ pika’, ‘néma’, ‘saia’, ‘témarasa’ and such others. In regard to 
these, there arises the question—Are we to deduce their meaning from their 


_ etymology, commentaries and roots with the help of lexicons and grammar ? | 
< Òr should we accept that as their meaning in which sense they are used by | 


` the Mlechchhas ? 
On this question we have the following Pérvapaksa—* What has been 


established as authoritative is the usage of cultured people, not the Smrti- 


(Remembrance) of uncultured people (like the Mlechchhas). Hence it should 
be necessary to assume the meaning through explanations, etymology and 
grammar; and it is only thus that these latter would be of use. Further, 
uncultured people are not very careful in regard to words and their meanings, 
while the others (i.e. the cultured people) are very careful. From all this 
it follows that in the case of the words mentioned, their meaning should be 
deduced from the roots from which they are derived.”’ 

_ In answer to this we have the following Siddhdnta—The meaning that 
is imparted to a word even by uncultured people,~-even though not known 
to the cultured,—would be comprehended, —and it. would not be right to 
reject what has been comprehended and which is not incompatible with any 
authority.—The argument has been urged that. “what can be accepted as 


authoritative is the usage of cultured - people. only ”.—But' that refers to: 


such things as are not amenable to sense-perception —The other argument 


urged (by the Pirvapaksin) is that “it is only cultured people that are. 
=; careful regarding the use of words”, —In answer to that we say that. there 
are some things i in which the M lechchhas | are more careful (and reliable) ; for 


< instance, in the catching and rearing of birds.—The third argument, urged is 


ae | that “it is only thus that explanations, etymologies and grammar would be. 
oa of use” —But these will have their use in regard to those words whose ; 
pening is ‘not known even to ths. > Mlechehhas {and 80 we have not even 
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that usage to guide us).—Further, if we were to deduce the meanings of 
-words from their etymology, ete., then, there would be no fixity (and 
definiteness) regarding the meaning of words, and there would always be 
uncertainty.—From all this we conclude that {according to the usage of the 
Mlechchhas), the word ‘ pika’ ‘should be taken in the sense of the euekoo,— 
the word ‘néma’ in the sense of half,—the word *tämarasa’ in the sense of 
lotus, —the word ‘sata’ in the sense of ‘wooden vessel, round in shape and 
with hundred-holes’. i 


 ADHIKARANA (7): The authority of the Kalpasittiras is not 
self-sufficient. 


SUTRA (11). 


[POrvaPpaksA|—If IT BE URGED THAT “ [THE KALPASŪTRAS CON- 
STITUTE] THE SCRIPTURE OF RITUALS” 


Bhaisya. 


[The case of the Kalpasiitras stands on a different basis from that of the Smrtis; 
they contain nothing more than the Vedic Ritualistie Procedure in a systematised 
form; there is nothing in their contents beyond what is actually found in the Vedic 
texts available. - In the Smrtis, as we have found, there are many things which 
are not found in the Veda, and for which corroborative Vedic texts have got to be 
assumed. With all this however, the Kalpasiiiras are compilations made by human 
authors, and to this extent their authority is open to doubt.—Kumiarila (7'antra- 
- vartika—Translation, p. 224) has explained the term ‘Kalpa’ in this connection as 


‘treatises that point out the method and procedure of sacrifices in the form of’ 


definite regulations’. These Sitras are the work of Baudhayana, Varaha, 
Mashaka, and others—says Kumirila.] 

What are treated of here are the Kalpasitras—by Mashaka, Hastika, 
and Kaundinya.—The question is—Are these authoritative (in themselves) 
or not authoritative ? 

On this we have the following Pūrvapaksa:—“ Inasmuch as these 
Sūtras constitute the ‘ Ritualistic scripture’, they must be authoritative, — 
“we assert. These are statements made by truthful persons.—‘ How is that 
known ?’—We know this from the fact that there is perfect agreement 

between these statements and those contained in the Vedas. For instance, 
the ‘cups’ mentioned in these are the same as those mentioned in the Veda ; 
the ‘bricks’ mentioned in these are the same as those mentioned in the Veda, 
From this it follows that the teachers (who compiled the Kalpasiitras) were 
truthful persons; and the Shruti also declares that ‘the word of the Teacher 
is authoritative’—It might be argued that ‘the authoritative character of 


these Sdtras is not directly perceived (to be inherent in themselves, as is — 


done in the case of the Veda) ’.—But this objection would have no force; as 
the said authoritative character is ascertained by another means of cognition, 
in the shape of a verbal assertion. © [This assertion being in the form of the 
text quoted above regarding ‘ The Teacher’s Word’ being authoritative, and 


also in the form of the text wherein the Katpas are mentioned along with the _ 
Mantra and: the Brahmana as to be read. daily. ]—Lastly, the Kalpas are 


actually treated with the same regard. as the Vedic texts.—For these reasons; 
the © Kalpasiitras are authoritative (by themselves.” >? 
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SUTRA (12). 


(SrppHANTA|—-THaT CANNOT BE; BECAUSE THERE IS NO PROPER 
COMPOSITION. 


- Bhāsya. 


What has been asserted in the Pirvapaksa is not possible, because there 
is no proper composition; as a matter of fact, the Kaipasiira is not composed 
in the proper manner, there being no accentuation in it (and hence it cannot 
be treated on the same footing as the Vedic text). 


SUTRA (13). 
ALSO BECAUSE THERE ARE NO SUPPLEMENTARY PASSAGES, 
Bhasya. 


{In the Kalpasitra] we meet with such texts as ‘He appoints the 
Priests ;—the Priests thus appointed perform the. sacrifice ;—they take their | 
seat on the sacrificial ground’. Tn all this no injunctive word is found, because 
throughout it is the Present Tense ending that has been used. Nor is there 
any valedictory supplementary passage (from which the Injunction could be 
deduced). For this reason such a text can have no authority (regarding — 
Dharma).—As for the ‘regard’ that people have been spoken of (in the 

\Piirvapaksa) as having for the Kalpasitra,—that is due to concomitance; 
ie. to the fact that Kalpa-texts are interspersed with Vedic texts,—As | 
regards the Vedic text (quoted by the Pirvapaksa, that ‘ the Teacher’s word 
is authoritative’),—that means nothing; as it is a purely commendatory 
_ statement.— Why. should it be treated as a commendatory statement ?”— 
Because in the context where this text occurs there is a totally different 
Injunction—to the effect that “the cake dedicated to Agni is baked upon eight 
pans’; and it is in this connection that we-have the said text (‘The Words 
of the Teacher, Acharya, is authoritative’), where the term ‘ dcharya’ is meant 
to stand for the Veda, in its etymological sense of,‘ strengthening the intel- 
lect” [‘dchinoti buddhim’]. Or, what the said text means is that‘ the word 
of the Teacher is authoritative ‘ through its dependence upon something’ ;— 

“what is that something ?””—it is that which is itself rightly recognised as. | 
self-authoritative (i.e. the Veda). l 

As for the Pirvapaksa argument that the Kalpasitiras are the work of 
truthful persons,—our answer is E is not so, because— i 


SUTRA (14). 


‘THE WORD ‘ALL’ HAS BEEN USED (IN THE ‘Kanras07Ra), we, 
THERE Is AT HAND A . SCRIPTURAL TEXT (T0 THE a CONTRARY), 
- Bhasya. , | 


‘The vordi of the Piivapaksin’ s “ächārya’ ; ‘Teacher’ isis sathor of 
the Kalpasiitra) are— The Amdvasya (Darsha) sacrifice is to be performed on : 
au i days’ ; While there i is at hand. pes i (Vodio ene The Paurna- 
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masa is to be performed on the Full-moon dayand the Amävāsya (Darsha) on 
the Moonless Day ’.—-Thus, inasmuch as these authors have made statements 
contrary to the. Veda, they cannot be ‘ truthful’ ; 
‘Kalpasiitra) cannot be authoritative. 


[From Sdtras 11 and 12, Kumarila has deduced two additional Adhikaranas :— 
(1) That the Smrtis and the six subsidiary sciences of the Veda, like the Kalpasifira, 
have no authority independent of the Veda; and (2) that no authority attaches to the 
non-Vedic seriptures—such as those of the Bauddha and other heretical sects.] 


; and hence their work (the 


ApHikarana (8): H olakadhikarana—The Authoritative. 
Character of Popular Customs. 


SUTRA (15). 


N E = ea uces AS ALL ASSUMPTION IS LIMITED IN 
ITS SCOPE, THE AUTHORITY (OF CUSTOMS, BASED UPON THE 
ASSUMPTION OF VEDIC TEXTS) MUST BE QUALIFIED BY 
THAT LIMITATION ” 


Bhasya. 


[The authority of Usages ancl Customs having been established in a general 
way, the question is raised regarding the extent of the authority of particular 
eustoms—Is this authority ‘local or universal 2] 

“The authority of Smrti and Custom is held to depend upon the as- 
sumption (of corroborative Vedic texts);—the very fact that establishes 
_ their authority also proves that that authority is limited (localised). Hence 
such customs as Holdkd and the rest should be practised by ‘ easterners’ only ; 
~ —the Ahninaibuka and the like, by ‘southerners’ ;—the Udursabha-yajfia 
and the rest by the < Northerners’ only; just as the practice regarding the 
various numbers of Hair-tufts on the head is local,—some people keeping | 
three, some five.”’ 


SUTRA (16). 


` [StppHAnva]—In REALITY, THE DUTY SHOULD BE UNIVERSAL, 
AS ALL INJUNCTION HAS THAT (UNIVERSAL) CHARACTER. 

| Bhasya. , 
The phrase ‘ api vd’, ‘in reality’, serves to set aside the view expressed 

above. ; 
Customs like those mentioned should be ‘dharma’ (Duty) for all;— 
why ?—because ‘all Injunction has that character ;—the term ‘vidhana’ 
‘Injunction’ (in the Sdira) stands for that by which the enjoining is done,.i.e. 
the injunctive word ;—it is the injunctive word that is assumed in support of 
the Smrti;—-and the injunctive word cannot denote either the’ Class 
(universal) or the Individual (particular) ;—in fact, there is no one single 
word that denotes the universal character common to all persons (per- 
. formers of actions) which could be assumed (as part of the Vedic text in sup- 
. port. of the Custom).—Hence the only reasonable view. to take is that the 
z Injunction applies to all persons.—[The Vedic text assumed cannot refer 
< $0 any particular Class, like the ‘ Hasterner’, ete.;.or to any. individual 


person ; nor is there any such ‘universal class-character as would include =- 


all persons ;—hence the absence in the assumed Vedic text of such anall- 
-comprehensive word cannot ‘be rightly. urged as- a reason for restricting 
the authority of the particular. Customs. —RBjuvimala). —Why 30 ?—Because 
all that the basic anny | = the assumed Vedic n says is. that ‘ such. . 
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and such an act should be done’, and there is no authority for restricting 
its application (to any particular persons). 

The Pirvapaksin has cited the case of the variety in the custom 
relating to the number of Hair-tufts on the head. —The answer to this is 
given in the following Siira :— 


SUTRA (17). 
RESTRICTION COULD ONLY BE DUE TO DIRECT PERCEPTION, 
Bhasya. | 


In the case of the Hair-tufts, we clearly perceive that the restriction is 
due to restrictions of the Gotra. [Persons belonging to one Gotra keeping 
three tufts, those belonging to another keeping five, and so on. ] 


SŪTRA (18). 


ALSO BECAUSE THERE IS NO SUCH INDICATIVE MARK AS WOULD 
INCLUDE ALL (THOSE PARTICULAR PERSONS TO WHOM THE 
CUSTOM MAY BE SOUGHT TO BE RESTRICTED), 


Bhasya. 


. This Sūtra is to be prefaced by a few words.—“ What are those 
- words ?”—(These words are)— “ Why cannot there be a restriction through 
_ indicative marks,—-such as we have in such rules as ‘the white man shall 

be the Hofr priest’ [where the work of the Hotr priest is restricted to such 
men as are white] ? °—[It is in answer to this question that we have the Sūtra 


which means as follows :]—There is no such indicative mark as would include 


all those who are actually found to follow a particular custom.—As for 
such characteristics as ‘dark, large-bodied; red-eyed’: (which have been 
mentioned as the indicative marks of persons following the Ahninaibuka 


rites), we find, as a matter of fact, that all men possessing these marks do 


not follow that custom, and also that persons who do not possess. these 
marks do actually follow it.—For this reason there can be no restriction. <m 


As for the instance cited of ‘the white Hoir’, that is a elear Vedic text i 


- (and so we have to accept it). 


“SUTRA (19). 


Tae | NAME ALSO IS DUE TO CONNECTION WITH (nusrpmNce IN) A 
: COUNTRY. 


; | Bhasya. E 
Sel the Opponent—* Why cannot the restriction he due to ee name ? 


Those who are named ‘Southerners’ would. perform the Ahninaibuka; those a 
- who are named ‘Northerners’. would, perform the Udvrsabha-yajtia ;—those eu 


who are named,‘ Easterners’ would: perform the Holäkā; just as in the case 
of the. Rajasiiya sacrifice, we. have the: restriction: that ‘the Rdjé shall 


: perform the Rijastiya sacrifice’ (wher the restriction is due to ie name. 


a ‘raja, , which can apply to the Keates only)". es 


110 SHABARA-BHASYA : 


This cannot be; the names (mentioned) are due to connection with 
a particular country [i.e. the name ‘Southerner’ applies to the person 
connected with, living in the Southern country]; but as a matter of fact, we 
find that a man who has gone out of the Southern country (and his connec- 
tion with that country has ceased) and is residing in the East or in the 
North (and hence entitled to the name ‘Easterner’ or ‘ Northerner’) still 
continues to perform the Ahninaibuke. Similarly, the ‘ Northerners’ though 
residing in other countries, still continue to perform the Udvrsabha-yajna ; 
and the -‘ Easterners’ residing in other countries still continue to perform 
the Holakd. Tn fact, when a man migrates from one country to another, he 
does not necessarily follow the customs of the latter.—From all this, we 


conclude that there can be no restriction (in the authority of the Popular 


Customa).—As for the case of ‘the Räjasūya being performed by the Raja’ 
ouly,— raja’, Keattriya, is a definite caste, restricted within well-defined 
limits. D 

SUTRA (20). 

Ir THE OPPONENT SHOULD URGE THAT—“ [IF THE NAMES WERE DUE 
TO ACTUAL RESIDENCE IN A COUNTRY, THEN] IT COULD NOT BE 
APPLIED TO ONE WHO HAS GONE AWAY FROM THAT COUNTRY 
TO ANOTHER COUNTRY ”,—[THEN THE ANSWER IS AS IN 

| THE NEXT Siira.] 


Bhasya. 


If you think that—* if the names were due to actual residence in the — 


country, then the name could not be applied to one who has gone 


to, and is residing in, another country ; as a matter of fact however, we find 
that the name ‘ Mathura’ (which according to the Siddhdnta would be a. 


name for one actually resident in Mathurd) is actually applied to a man who 
has no connection with (is not resident in) Mathura, and is residing in 
another country ; ; from this it follows that the name is not due to residence 
in the country” ;—if such is the argument of the Opponent, then our 
answer is as follows :— 


SUTRA (21). ti 


THE NAME WOULD BE DUE TO CONNECTION (RESIDENCE), AS IN 
‘THE CASE OF THE NAME ‘ Ma thura’. 


Bhasya. 


Even when the name is due to connection with the country, the name 
would not be inapplicable to one who has gone out of that country; because 
the name is ‘due to connection’ —i.e. due to mere connection, not due to 
connection in the past only, or in the present only, or in the. future. only. 


Because. we actually find the name < Mathura” applied—(a) to one who has j 


started for Mathura. (his < connection’ thus. being i in the future), (b) to one 
who is residing in Mathura (his ‘ ‘connection * being in the present), and. 


{c} to one who has migrated from Mathura, (his ‘ connection’? being in the : 


past); and it is only. when a man ‘has none of these ‘ ‘connections! with 
Methane that he is not, called ‘ Mathura ee acne 


sears 


aS na 


E 


“mot contain any such restrictive word; 
Led restrictions gitar mia upon the Smpw-wworks i in Laon > 
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From this it is clear that there could be no restriction based upon 
name. 


SUTRA (22). 


[SAYS THE OPPONENT]—“ [THE COUNTRY IN WHICH A CERTAIN 
PRACTICE IS PREVALENT] MAY BE THE QUALIFICATION OF 
THAT CUSTOM ITSELF, —JUST AS ‘SLOPING’ (WHICH 
QUALIFIES THE GROUND).” 
Bhasya. . 
s Why cannot the country be subsidiary (qualification) to the act or 
practice? For instance, that country where the soil is mostly black is the 
one where the Ahninaibuka is performed.—Just as in the text ‘One should 
perform the Vaishvadeva sacrifice on ground sloping eastward’ (Man. Shr. 
Si. 1.7. 1. 5) (where the particular sloping ground qualifies the sacrificial 
act)”. : l 
SUTRA (23). 
BUT THAT (SPECIFICATION) WOULD BE SIMILAR TO THAT BY A 
l QUALIFICATION OF THE PERFORMER, _ 


Bhasya. 


It has been shown above that such indicative qualifications as ‘dark- 
wd skinned’, ‘red-eyed’ and the like as belonging to the performer, are 
indefinite, and are not in keeping with the actual state of things ;— 
- any indication by the name of a country would be equally indefinite. 
Because as a matter of fact, even in the country ‘where the soil is dark’, 
there are many people who do not perform the act (of the Ahninaibuka),— 
and conversely men residing in a country with other characteristics (than 
the dark soil) actually do perform it.—Thus then, there could be no restric- 
tion through the name of the country. 


As for the ‘ ground sloping eastward’, its connection with the Vatshva- 


deva sacrifice has been fixed by the Veda itself (hence its case is not analo- 


gous to that of the Customs under discussion). 


[Sūtras 15 and 16 have been taken by Kumérila as also embodying an inde- 
pendent Adhikerana, dealing with the authority of such locally-sccepted Dharma- 
‘shastras as those of Gautama, Shankha-Likhita and the like. Thero arises a doubt 
regarding the exact nature of the authority of these,—because in actual practice the 


work of Gautama and of Gobhila are followed only. by Samavedine,—the work of 
Vashistha only by Rgvedine,—those of Shankha-Likhita only. by the Vajasaneyi- 
Shukla-¥ ajurvedins.—The Pirvapakea is that ‘these works cannot be put in the. 
same category as the universally recognised Smrtis of Manu and: others; their. 


authority must be limited.”—The Siddhanta is that. on account of the universal 
. character of the injunctions contained in. the works in question, these must be 


a accepted as applicable to all persons: who are capable | of acting up to them; as — 
the said Smrtis themselyes: do not contain ny ‘words that ‘would limit their 


| operation, the Vedic texts also that would 


assumed i in support. of them would 
ce there can be notes t to inaiy a my 
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ADHIKARANA (9): Treating of the Grammatical Smrtis. 
SUTRA (24). 


[PŪRVAPAKŞA]—“ INASMUCH AS THERE IS NO INJUNCTION 
REGARDING THEIR USE, THERE SHOULD BE NO RESTRIC- 
TION IN REGARD TO WORDS.” 


[Works dealing with grammar have also been classed under ‘ Smrtis’. 
The use and authority of these is now discussed. The Brhati has raised an 
objection against introducing this topic here. It says— What has the 
‘authoritative or unauthoritative character of the Grammatical rules got to 
do with the authority of the Veda, which is the sole subject-matter of the 
present adhydya ?—Fiven if the corrupt forms of words, as ‘gGvi’, etc., 
were really expressive and eternal, what effect would that have upon 
the Vedie Injunction ?—The. answer that the Brhati supplies is that if 
there were no restrictions regarding the exact form in which a word denotes 
a certain thing, then the comprehension of Vedic texts would be vague and 
indefinite, and there would be no certainty regarding a certain word being 
expressive of a certain thing; and this vagueness and uncertainty would 


shake the authority and trustworthy character of the Veda itself. The rules _ 


of Grammar however help us to know in what particular form the word— 
-Shorse’ for instance—really denotes the particular thing, horse; and thus 
- they help us to obtain a definite idea of the meaning of Vedic Texts.] 


Bhasya. 


t 


l “This Adhikarana is going to deal with the case of Soon words as ‘ gauh’ 
(the grammatically correct Sanskrit word) and < gavi’, *gont’, * gopotalika’ 
and other corrupt (Vernacular) forms of the Sanskrit ore, 

The question to consider is—Are, or are not, the corrupt forms ‘ gdvi; 
and the rest rightly expressive of the animal with the dewlap (the cow), 
in the same manner as the correct form ‘gauh’ is? That is, is it only 
. the one (Sanskrit ) word, which has behind its use an unbroken tradition, 
- that is rightly expressive of the thing and all the rest are mere corrupt forms 
of it? Or are they all equally eternal (in their expressive potency)|? 

The Pirvapaksa view is as follows :—‘‘ They are all equally expressive 
and ‘eternal. —~Why +—Because there is actual capac the animal with 
the dewlap i is cognised through the corrupt words ‘gdvi’ and the rest; this 


7 shows that even a hundred years back the expressive relation between 


these words and the said animal was there ; and so on and on backwards 
< which establishes their beginningless. (eternal) character. Nor is there — 
any originator | of. this relationship (between the corrupt word and its 
oe meaning),—as has been fally established. —From. all this it. follows that all 
-the words (the original Sanskrit and the. corrupt Vernacular) are correct, > 
people should make use of all 8 t tien biranag they all serve ‘the purpose 
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of expressing the meaning; and they are to be treated as synonymous in the 
same manner as the Sanskrit words ‘ hasta’, ‘ pani’ and ‘kara’ are.—In fact 

words are used for a definite purpose (that of expressing their meaning), and 
not for any transcendental result. Nor is there any injunction regarding 
their use. Hence there can be no such restriction as that only one is correct 
and the others incorrect’. 


SUTRA (23). 


[SIDDHANTA|—BECAUSE ITS UTTERANCE IS DUE TO (HUMAN) 
| EFFORT, THERE IS POSSIBILITY OF SLIPS. 


Bhasya. 


It is with a considerable effort that people pronounce words: for in- 
stance, (in every act of utterance) the wind rises from the navel, expands 
in the chest, undergoes evolutions in the throat, strikes the head, turns 
back and spreading over the regions of the mouth, renders manifest the 
various sounds. In this (long drawn-out process) there is every possibility of 
the utterer making slips; just. as a man falls in the mud, when he thinks 
that he is falling on dry ground; or he touches a thing twice while he thinks 
of touching it only once.—The utterance and use of the corrupt words may 
have originated from such slips,—and they need not necessarily be taken as 
having an unbroken tradition behind them. 


SUTRA (26). 


It IS NOT REASONABLE TO HAVE SEVERAL WORDS (TO DENOTE 
THE SAME THING). 


Bhiisya. 


It is not reasonable to hold that ‘there are similar words having the 
same meaning and all having an unbroken tradition (of usage) behind 
them’. Because this view is held entirely on the strength of the fact that we 
find the corrupt words bringing about the cognition of the thing denoted ;— 
but this cognition can be explained as coming about through the correct 


word itself which is brought to the mind by its similarity (to the corrupt. 


word pronounced); [the word ‘ gdvi’, e.g. brings to mind the correct word 


© yauh? or *gdvah’, which brings about the cognition of the thing denoted, - 


| cow.|—Thus then, we conclude that -among all the words cited, there is only 
One ee gauh >) which i is beginningless (eternal), all the rest are corrupt forms. 


In the case of the synonyms. ‘hasiah”, ‘karah’, < pänih’, the PE Foe, : 


oe of every one of them. with the thin denoted is beginningless,—such being 
the teaching of authoritative teacher [according to whom all these words are 
. grammat ically , correct; while ‘ “gee ) | 
correct]. l ; : 


8 E 


ni’ ain are. not grammatically 


‘(114 SHABARA-BHASYA : 


SUTRA (27). 


ON THIS POINT, THE TRUTH CAN BE ASCERTAINED ‘THROUGH CLOSE 
ATTENTION ’ [OR, ‘THROUGH THE APPLICATION OF CERTAIN 
GENERAL PRINCIPLES ’—acc. TO Tantravartika). 


Bhasya. 


“ But how are we to ascertain the truth in this matter (as to which 
word is correct and which incorrect) ?” 

The Stira says that this can be ascertained (easily).—People desirous of 
gaining an end are found to be prone to close attention; (in the case of 
persons desirous of retaining the correct form of a word) we find that. those 
who give. close attention keep on repeating (that word), and thus it becomes 
possible for them to. retain it in their memory. It is a fact that we see in our 
experience that what is frequently repeated is not lost hold of (forgotten).— 

. Hence that form of the word is to be accepted as ‘correct’ which is declared 
to be ‘correct’ by people who have given this close attention to it. 


SUTRA (28). 


: PEOPLE ARE UNABLE (TO PRONOUNCE THE CORRECT WORD ;—AND 
YET THE MEANING IS EXPRESSED) BECAUSE OF THE l 
SIMILARITY (OF THE CORRUPT TO THE 
CORRECT WORD). 


Bhasya. 


| It has been urged by the Pirvapaksin that “as a matter of fact, even 


‘from the corrupt words ‘ gavi’ and the rest, the meaning is comprehended, 

- gonsequently, the relationship of these also to that meaning should be re- 
garded as eternal.’’—But the fact of the matter is that when a corrupt word 
is uttered, it is a sign of incapacity ; that the man desiring to Ppronounee the 
word ‘ -gauh `, pronounces it, through some incapacity, as ‘ gāvī °, and yet the 
“other person hearing the word. thus pronounced realises that this man 


“wishes to speak of the animal with the dewlap, and\to that end he wishes to. 


_ utter the word ‘ gauh’, but. ‘pronounces it as ‘ gavi’.—Now other people who 
have heard. the word thus: uttered and understood as denoting the animal 
with the dewlap, come ‘to use. the - form dvi? when they themselves wish 
to speak ‘of that animal ;—and it is 3 thu that the corrupt, words “gări? and 
~ the rest come to bring about the cognition of the animal swith the dewlap ;— 
‘this is rendered possible by the fact: that the word ‘ gGvi’ is similar to the 
correct word” gauh’. 


i 
i 
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SUTRA (29). 
IN THE OASE OF THE WRONG USE OF AFFIXES, (THE COMPREHENSION 
OF THE MEANING OF THE WORD) IS DUE TO THE FACT OF 
A PART (OF THE INCORRECT WORD, i.e. THE BASE) 


BEING THE SAME (AS THAT OF THE 
CORRECT WORD). 


Bhasya. 


In those cases also where a word is used with a wrong affix, the compre- 
hension of the meaning is due to the same (similarity); e.g. when one says 
‘ashmakaih Ggachchhami’ (instead of ‘ashmakébhyah dgachchhémi” in the 


sense of ‘I am coming from the Ashmaka country’), the fact of the basic 


term ‘ashmaka’ being common brings to the mind of the hearer the correct 
word ‘ashmakébhyah’ (with the Ablative affix), and then only does he com- 
prehend the right meaning (‘I am coming from the Ashmaka country').— 


Similarly when we come across the corrupt form ‘ gãvī’, we are reminded of 


the correct term ‘gô’, and thence the animal with the dewlap becomes compre- 
hended. 


4 
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Apurcarana (10 A): The Word in the Veda and the 
thing spoken of by it are the same as those in 
common parlance. 


SUTRA (30). 


[(a) SIDDHÄNTA or ADHIKARANA A|—THE MEANING (AND THE Worp) 
MUST BE ONE AND THE SAME, AS THUS ALONE ARE INJUNCTIONS 
OF ACTIONS POSSIBLE; SPECIALLY BECAUSE THERE IS NO 
DIFFERENTIATION (BETWEEN THE TWO). 


Bhasya. 


Now there arises the question—Are the words ‘gauh’ and the rest ex- 
pressive of the Class or of the Individual ? F 
(Before this question can be answered) we have to investigate the ques- 
tion—are the words in the Veda the same as those used in common parlance 
or ‘different ? Are they denotative of the same things as in common par- 
lance or different ones ? eee 
_ The Pérvapakga on this question is as follows :—“ The words in the Veda 
are different from those in common parlance, and their meanings also are 


E - different.—Why ?—Because they are named differently and their forms also _ 


are different. The difference in their naming is apparent in such statements 
as ‘These words and expressions are Vaidika and those others are laukika’. 
In the Veda we find the statement that ‘Agni killed the Vritras’ (Rgveda 
6. 16. 34); and the form of this word ‘agni’ (as denoting Indra) must be 
different from that of the word ‘agni’ as used in common parlance (as denot- 
ing Fire).—The words being different, the things spoken of (by means of those 
words) must. also be different. Further, we meet with the statement that 
‘ Uttana vai devagava vahanti’ (Apastamba—Shrauta-Satra 11. 7. 6),—which 
means ‘the cows that belong to the deities move on their backs’; and from 
this statement it follows that the animals spoken of by the word “ go? (in 
“gavd") are those that walk on their backs; and thus it is clear that the thing 
_ denoted by the word ‘gauh’ in the Veda is different from that spoken of by- 
that word in common parlance. Similarly;.there is another statement— 
* Dévébhyo vanaspaté havimsi hiranyaparna pradivasté artham’ (Taittiriya- 
Brahmana 3. 6. 11, 2), from which it follows that the thing spoken of in the 
_ Veda by the word ‘vanaspati’ is a divinity with golden leaves. Again, we. 
` have the statement ‘ iat vai daivyam madhu yad ghriam’, where the word 
‘ghria’ has been used in the sense of Honey.—From all thèse it is clear that 
the meanings of words used in the Veda are different (from those of the 
“same words as used in common parlance)” ; 
-v ‘The Siddhanta in answer to the above is as follows: = — 000 
The words in the Veda are the same as those in common parlance, and. 
the things expressed by them are also the same.—Why ?—Because thus 


ADHYAYA I, PADA IIE, ADHIKARANA (10). 117 


alone are injunctions ef actions possible; it is possible to have an injunc- 
tion of action, only when the words are the same and the things denoted by 


them are the same.. If the two sets of words were different, then their 


meanings could not be understood (by ny men). Hence the two sets 
of words must be the same. 

“What you are pointing out is phe useful purpose served by the 
two emg the same; please point out some reason for regarding them as the 
same.’ 

This reason is provided by the ‘next clause in the Sidra avibhagat’, 
‘because there is no differentiation between the two’; that is, we do not 
perceive any difference between the words in the Veda and those in common 
parlance; hence it follows that the words are one and the same. Similarly 


we comprehend the same things denoted by the words in the Veda as those 
denoted by those in common parlance; and hence we declare that these — 


also are not different.—As regards the argument that (a) (in the Veda) those 
animals are called cows which move on their backs—(b) honey. is called 
‘ ghrta’—and (c) ‘vanaspati’ is the name given to that which has golden 


leaves,—there are no such statements (in the Veda) as that ‘ those animals are — 
to be called go which move on their backs’ ; all that the statement says is that — 


‘the cows move on their backs’. If this statement were taken as predi- 
eating the ‘ gotva’ (the character of cow, of those that move on their backs), 
then the clause ‘move on the backs’ would be a mere reiteration (a reference 


to something already known); and yet no such animals are known as ‘move 


on their backs’; [any reference to those therefore being not possible] it will 
thus be necessary to take this ‘ moving on the back’ as the predicate of the 


sentence; and if that.is the predicate, then the ‘character of the cow’ could 
not be the predicate (of the same sentence); as in that case there would be 
ca syntactical split.—Further, if the words of the Veda were different from 


those in common parlance, then we could not ever comprehend the mean- 
ings of the words ‘ utidndh’ (on their backs) and the rest found in the Veda; 
so that it would be all the more impossible for us to comprehend the 
‘character of the cow’, which also is unknown to us (and which forms 
the predicate of the Vedic sentence containing the words ‘utidéndh’, etc ). 


`: +~Nor is the statement of the ‘ cows moving on their backs’ quite meaning: 
: less. and useless ; because it could be taken as serving the useful purpose of — 


commendation.—These same considerations apply to the case of the other 
two statements—regarding Honey being ‘spoken of as Ghrta, and the golden- 
leafed thing being spoken. of as ‘ Vanaspati’ .— From all this it follows. that 
the words and. their sneanings: are. the same in the: Veda and in comaa 
parlance; : Das ; ah 


[This same sūtra 30 is also taken as embodying t the Pūrvapatsa. of the ae 
following 4 Adhikarana 1 10 OB. an . 7 


ES ESET AYLI ETI 


ADHIKARANA (10 B): Words denote Classes. 
SÜTRA (80). 


[PUrvaraxsa— (a) [Worps CANNOT DEN OTE CLASS], AS IF THEY 
DID SO, NO INJUNCTION OF ACTIONS WOULD BE POSSIBLE ;— 
(b) [NoR can WORDS DENOTE BOTH CLASS AND 
INDIVIDUAL, BECAUSE] A WORD CAN HAVE ONLY 
ONE MEANING ;—(c) [AS FOR THE NOTION OF 
CLASS THAT ARISES FROM THE WORD] 

THAT IS DUE TO THE FACT THAT 
THE TWO [CLASS AND 
INDIVIDUAL) ARE 

INSEPARABLE”’ 


Bhasya. 


If (ie. admitting that) the things denoted by words in common 
parlance are the same (as those denoted by them in the Veda), there 
arises the further eae it the Class or the Individual that is denoted 
by the word ? 


But first of all we have to consider—what is ‘Class’ and what is — 


: ‘Individual’ 2 
Among Substances, Qualities and Actions—that factor which is common 


-to several individuals is the ‘Class’, and that which hates certain specific 


(uncommon) characteristics is the ‘ Individual’. 

. “Why then should there be a doubt (regarding the PENDING of 
l _ words)? ” 

i : Because when the word ‘ gaul* (‘cow’) is pronounced, there appears the 


notion of the Class, and yet it is the Individual that is connected with 
actions. 


The Pūrvapakşa on this question is as follows :— 


“It is the Individual that is denoted by the word—Why 1—Because i if | 


-they did, no injunction of action would be possible; i.e. if words denoted the 
Class, there could be no injunction of such actions as killing, washing, 
cutting and so forth [as n none of these actions could be done to the entire 
Class]. 

~ Tt might be argued that ‘in cases where the utterance of the word. 

: would otherwise become entirely useless, the word may be taken as denoting 

the Individual, but in all other cases it should be taken as denoting the 


_ Olasa”.—But it has been already pointed out (as the conclusion of Adhi- 


karana 10 A) that it is not right -t to have the same word. denoting: several 


things. ` : l 
es How then does the notion of the Class Bppene Gren a word is pro- 


nounced) 2’ © 


The answer rio this is that the Clas would be the distinguishing feature 
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of the Individual denoted by the word, the idea being that ‘ the animal that 
has this Class (Commonalty or generic character) is the cow (gauh) ;’—Just as 


we have the gee that ‘ the man who has the stick is the stick-er’, and yet the 
word < stick-er’ 


(though we have the idea that ‘ the airal that has this Class or generic 
character isjthe cow’, yet the word ‘ cow’ 


SUTRA (31). 


[PŪRVAPAKŞA—coniinued]—“ ALSO BECAUSE THERE WOULD BE NO 
WORDS EXPRESSIVE OF (QUALITIES AS) SUBSISTING IN 
SUBSTANCES.” 

Bhasya. 

«The term: ‘dravyashabda’ (in the sūtræ) stands for ‘  dravydahraya- 
shabda’. ie. ‘word for,—i. e. expressive ‘of—that of which substance is the 
substratum,—i.e. the Quality, {which is what subsists in substances]. -—I£ 
words denoted the Class, then there would be no word expressive of 
qualities,—such as we have in the expressions ‘six cows are to be given’, 

` “twelve cows are ne be given’, ‘twenty-four cows are to be given’; here, (if 
- the word ‘cows’ denoted the Class) no connection with such a Class of 


the numbers six and the rest would be possible.-—From this it follows that 
words do not denote the Class.” 


[The Tantravartika—Trans. p. 340—has construed this Sätra somewhat 
differently. 7] 

SUTRA (32). 
[POnvaraKsa—concluded}—« AND ALSO BECAUSE WE FIND THE 
WORD ‘ ANOTHER’ USED.” 

Bhasya. 


We meet with such Vedic texts as— If the animal consecrated runs 
AWAY: the one should secure another animal of the same colour and of the 
same age Now, if words denoted the Class, then there could be no ‘secur- 
ing of another animal’, as the other animal also would belong to the same 


Class as the one that has run away [ang hence it shoud be PpoRSn, of as the 
“same, not as another], 


mae a M From, all this it follows thas Words denote Individuals.” 


“SOTRA (33). 


[Sovana j REALITY, rr Is THE CLASS. (THAT IS DENOTED), 
| AS TT Is THAT WHICH SERVES ‘THE PURPOSES OF ACTIONS. 
e | Bhagya. 


‘The particle ` t u’, ‘in n realia? ni sets be aforesaid v view, 


Tt ts the Class that is denoted by the word.—Why ?—Because it ia. ‘iba 


which serves the purposes of actions. “The 


junction ‘ Shyénactitam chinvita’ 


does not denote the stick, so also in the case in question — 


does not denote the said Class). a? 


possible ‘only cane reference 7 


me 
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to the class (the commonalty); i.e. if ‘he. pore ‘Sh yena’ denotes. the 
class, If it denoted an individual sh yena bird srthen, inasmuch as it would 
be impossible for the performer to make or produce any individual bird,— 
the injunction would be laying down something impossible, and hence it would 
be meaningless or futile. Hence the word ‘Shyena’ must denote the Class.— 
[In this context, the term ‘ dkrti’ could best he rendered as ‘configuration’ and 
as this also is a factor that is common to all individuals, we would have adopted 
it; but the Tantravartika having declared (Translation, pp. 330 and 331) that ‘ @kyiv’ 
does not stand for the shape, it has been thought advisable to stick to the one 
uniform rendering ‘class ’.] 

Says the Opponent—* It would be possible (according to the Injunction 
quoted) to perform the erecting of the altar by means of the individual birds 
(killed and collected together)’. 

But the sentence does not speak of the Shyéna as the instrument; in 
fact, the word ‘ Shyéna’ speaks of what is desired to be brought about ;—the 
meaning of the injunction being that ‘the Shyéna should be br onl about by | 
the erecting’; and this would give sense only if the word ‘ shyéna’ denoted — 
the class. 

Says the Opponent——“In fact in both cases, the accomplishment of the 
action is equally impossible.—For instance, (a) the class cannot be taken as 
denoted by the word ;—why ?—because if the class were denoted, then no 
action would be possible—in the case of such injunctions as ‘one should. 
sprinkle water on the Vrihi-corn’ (cf. Taitti. Bra. 3. 2. 5. 4); [it would be 
impossible to sprinkle water on the entire class of the corn] ;—(b) the Indi- 
vidual also cannot be taken as denoted by the word ;—if the word denoted 

individuals, no action would be possible,—as we find in the case of the 
injunction ‘Shyénachitam chinviia’, ‘one should erect the altar like the 
Shyena’.—If it be urged that in the case of the sprinkling of water on the: 
corn, the Class (directly denoted by the word) indirectly indicates the 
individual corns,—then in the case of the erecting of the aliar also, we 
could say that the Individual (directly denoted by the word) indirectly 
indicates the Class.—Under the circumstances, which of the me views is 
more reasonable ? m ; 
oot Our answer is that it is more reasonable to take the word as denot- 
ing the Class.—If the word denoted an Individual, then it. could not be used 
in reference to another Individual ;—if it could be used in reference to. 
another Individual, then it cannot be held to denote an Individual ;—be- 
eause an Individual is that which is free from all those characteristics that 
are common; [so that if a word is applicable in common to two things, then 
those things cannot be regarded as Individuals, in the real sense of the term]. 

Says the Opponent Our answer is that what has been urged does not 

z vitiate our position: because when the word would be applied to another 
Individual, it would apply to it poly as i fré from all common hehanests : 
istics” | 

“But if ‘it does’ apply to sinathar individual even as a fred prime aie common. 
cheircicteristice, then that (application of the one word to the two individuals) 


-itself would: constitute two common characteristics (belonging to the. two 
individuals). ee 
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“ Not so”’,—-says the Opponent,‘ that thing is an Individual which is 
the substratum of generic properties as well as of certain specific properties ; 
- and the word that denotes an Individual is not applied either to the generic 
property or to the specific property; it denotes only the substratum of these 
two; and hence there is nothing incongruous in the word being applied to 
another Individual; and yet it does not become a generic property ; [when 
the word ‘cow’ is applied to one cow, it denotes that particular as the 
substratum of the generic character ‘cow-ness’, as also of the specific pro- 
_ perties of that particular cow; similarly when it is applied to. another cow, 
it denotes that second cow as the substratum of the same generic property 
*cowness,’ as also of the specific properties of that second cow; in this way 
the denotation of the word varying with each particular cow, the word or 
its application cannot constitute a common characteristic J? 

If the word ‘cow’ could be applied to another cow also, [because it is 
something free from all common characteristics] then, why is not that same 
word ‘cow’ applied to an individual horse, which also is something free from 
all common characteristics ? 

Says the Opponent—‘ The word would be applied only to such things to — 
which it has been found to be applied in actual usage, and not to any snd- 
everything; and as a matter of fact, the word ‘cow’ has never been found 
to be applied to any individual Horse; for that simple reason the word 
‘cow’ could not be applied to the Horse” 

: If a word is to be applied to only that thing to which it has beeni found 
to have been actually applied in usage, —then the word ‘cow’ could not be 
-applied for the first time to the cow (calf) just born, as the word has never 

before been found to have been applied to that particular calf. Nor in this 


ease, would it be possible to have any such comprehensive {or common) ~ 


notion as ‘ this is a cow,—and that also is a cow’; the notion that we would 
have would be ‘this is a cow—or that is a cow’.—As a matter of fact, we 
have the comprehensive notion (of ‘ cow’) even with regard to the particular 
cow that we have never seen before. From this it follows that it cannot 
be accepted that the application of the word ‘cow’ to the Individual is 
dependent upon actual usage. 

. Says the Opponent—“ In that case, (our explanation: would be that) it 
is the nature of the potency (of the word) that it is applicable to one indi- 
vidual and not to another individual. Just as it is in the nature of things 
that Fire is hot. and Water is cool, so would it be: in the case in question 
_ also,” l : 

This will not do, we reply. Certainly a word is never understood to be 
applicable to one individual and not to another ' (without any determining 
factor). cas ; 

“But the ‘cow-ness? (the clase! Seow") would be the determining factor 
> (in the case of the word. ‘ cow’): the word ‘ ‘cow’ being applicable to only. 


«that individual wherein“ cow-ness* (class “ cow? °) subsists. eee 


If that is so, then, what would be cognised: (as. denoted by the word) 
would: be a qualified Individual (ie, the Indi dual qualified by the class 
_‘cow’); and if it is the. qualified Individual that is denoted, then, the quali- 
; Ang factor. (class Twe’): should be one that hag ‘been i abteady Cai 
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before; because until the qualifying factor has been already cognised, people 
can never have any notion of the thing qualified by that factor. 


«Allright; the word will denote the Class as the qualifying factor, and 
the Individual as the qualified factor; there is no such law that the Indi- 
vidual cannot be denoted by the word that denotes the Class, or that the 
Class cannot be denoted by the word that denotes the Individual; so that 
both could be denoted by both; which of the two, Class or Individual, is the 
primary factor in the connotation, and which the secondary, will depend upon 
the intention of the speaker; if one intends to speak of the Class as the 
secondary factor, then he would speak of the Individual as the primary 
factor.” 

This cannot be so; between the two (Class and Individual) there could 
he a relation of primary and secondary only if both were denoted by the 
word, Butif the Class is really comprehended as denoted by the word, then 
we cannot say that ‘the Individual also is denoted by the word’.—Why ?— 
Because the Class is permanently related to the Individual; so that when the 
Class, as the one relative, is cognised, the cognition of the other relative 
(Individual) would naturally follow. That the Individual is cognised on the 
utterance of the word is a fact evident to everyone; but what is not 
evident. is the distinction as to whether the cognition of the Individual. 
follows directly from the Word itself, or from the Class (which is first denoted 
' by the Word). This can be ascertained only by induction (by reasoning 
_ based upon affirmative and negative premises), as follows :—(a) Even without 
the Word being uttered, if one cognises the Class, he necessarily cognises the 
Individual also (affirmative premise); (b) even on the word being uttered, if, 
by reason of some mental derangement, the man fails to cognise the Class, 
then he fails to cognise the Individual also (negative premise) ;—[and the 
irresistible conclusion from these premises is that it is the Class that is 


denoted by the Word, and the cognition of the Individual follows only from 
the cognition of the Class.] 


“ Well, the meaning of the Word may consist in the Class as qualified 

by the Individual.” To 
In that case, if the Class were cognised as qualified by one Individual, 
- it could not be cognised as qualified by another Individual. 

From all this it follows that the Word is the direct cause of the 
cognition of the Class, and that the cognition of the Class is the cause of the 
~ cognition of the Individual. 

(We do not deny that the Clase is denoted by the word], what we 
„mean is that it. is denoted as the secondary factor (the Individual hems 
denoted. as the primary factor)? 


The fact of the Class being the secondary factor does not militate 


l against. our view; all that we. mean is. that in every case the Class is. 


- denoted; whether it is. denoted as the “secondary or the ‘primary factor 
- depends: upon the purpose: ( and. intention) of the. speaker : : if. the Class is” 
spoken of with a view to itself, then the Class” ‘is the primary. factor; if, 
on the other hand, it is spoken, of, not with a view to itself, but to some- 
“thing else; then itis of course the secondary factor. But the Wara has got 
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nothing to do in this matter (of the Class being the primary or the 
secondary factor). 


The Opponent takes up PE position. —“In the case of the word 
‘dandi’ (‘ stick-er’, ‘the man with the stick’) we find that the word ‘ dandi” 
does not denote the stick, and yet what is comprehended as denoted by the 
word is one qualified by the stick’; in the same manner, in the case in 
question also, even though the Class is not denoted by the Word, yet what 


would be comprehended as denoted by the Word would. be the indieduat l 


qualified by the Class”. 

This is not well said. It is true that the stick is not denoted by the 
word ‘dandi’; but there is'no cognition of the dandi, the man with the stick, 
until the stick has been cognised; then again, the term ‘danda’ (‘ stick’) 
forms part of the term ‘dandi’ (‘the man with the stick’), and it is this 
term ‘danda’ which has brought about the cognition of the stiek; so that the 


‘statement remains unchallenged that ‘the qualified is cognised only on the 


cognition of the qualifying factor’.—But in the case of the word ‘go’ 
(‘cow’), there is no part of the word which would be denotative of the 
Class, and another (part or whole) would be denotative of the Individual,— 
on the strength of which it could be said that “the class is comprehended 


from that part of the word, and the whole word ‘go’ is not expressive of the - 


Class ”.—Further, in the case of the word ‘dandi’, it has been found 
that the word ‘dandi’ (‘man with the stick’) is never used in the sense 
of the stick; in the case in question, on the other hand, it is not that 


the word ‘go’ is never used in the sense of the Class. It is with a view 
to this that it has been shown above (Text, p. 80, line 21) that the word 


‘ Shyéna’ denotes the Class only. 
Thus then, (a) from affirmative and negative premises, and (b) from 


the fact that the word ‘shyéna’ is used even when there is no connection - 


with any individual shyéna,—it follows that the Word is expressive of we 
Class. 
In the case of the word ‘ Vrihi’ (Corn) also, the word is never found 


-to be used with reference to any individual Vrihi, without some connection 


with the Class * Vrihi’. 
From all this we conclude that the view that the Word denotes ans 
Class is the most reasonable one. 


SUTRA (34). 


IF IT IS URGED—(a) THAT ‘NÒ ACTION WOULD BE POSSIBLE ”’,— 
(b) THAT “THERE COULD BE NO INJUNCTION OF ‘ ANOTHER’ ”, 2, 
—AND (c) THAT “THERE WOULD BE NO: WORDS EXPRESSIVE 

OF QUALITIES AS RESIDING IN SUBSTANCE [THEN 
THE ANSWER IS AS GIVEN IN THE FOLLOWING 
of Stra.) ua ae e 


Bhāsya. l 


-Ib has been’ urged above by the. Parvapakgin—(a) that “ thore: would 
be | no action Somsequent upon the Anjmuotlon "sprinkle water on Vrihi’ we 


ERPE E er RT 
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(Süira 30),—() that “there would be no j word expressive of qualities as ` 


subsisting in substances”? as we find in the texts ‘Six cows are to be 
given, etc.’—(Sitra 31),—and (c) that “there would be no injunction of 
‘another ’,—as we find in the texts, ‘another animal of the same colour, ete.’ 
(Sūtra 32)” .——All this has got to be answered. [And this is what is going to 
be done in the following Sūtra}. 


SUTRA (35). 
AS WORDS DENOTE CLASSES [AND THROUGH THESE, ALSO INDIVIDUALS] 


THERE WOULD BE NO DISSOCIATION (OF INDIVIDUALS FROM 
ACTIONS). 


Bhasya. 


(a) Inasmuch as the Word denotes the Class, the action would pertain 


to that Individual which is related to that Class; for instance, in the case 


of the sentence ‘sprinkles water on Vrihi’ what is enjoined as to be done 


is the sprinkling with water, of a certain. substance ;—over which sub- 
stance ?—over that substance which is conducive to the accomplishment 
of the sacrifice; because the sprinkling is for the purpose of bringing about a 
-transcendental result. The sprinkling could not be enjoined as to be done 


over the Class, because no sprinkling of a Class would be possible. So what — 


_ happens in this case is that the word ‘ Vrihi’, which is really expressive of 
_ the Class, is used for the purpose of qualifying (indicating) the receptacle 
J of the action of sprinkling water: and the word will naturally denote the 
Class, and this Class, on being cognised, would qualify (and indicate) 

_ the receptacle of the action of sprinkling water. Thus there would be 

nothing incongruous in regarding the Word as denoting the Class. 

; (b). Similarly in the case of the text ‘Six cows are to be given as the 


sacrificial fee’, what it is intended to be declared*is the number of that sub- ` 
stance which is to be given as the sacrificial fee, and the word ‘ cows’, as 


_ denoting the Class, serves to qualify (and indicate) that substance. 
(c) Lastly, in the case of the injunction of ‘another animal’, what is 


-meant to be spoken of as ‘ another’ is the substitute for what has been lost, 


< and hence the word ‘animal’, which denotes the Class, serves to qualify (and 
indicate) by that Class, the said substitute. 
Thus it is established that all such words as ‘cow’, ‘horse’ and 
the like are denotative of the Class. 


Thus ‘ends Pada iii—the Smrtipida—of Adhydye T 


ADHYAYA I. 
PADA IV. — 
Treating of the Names of Sacrifices. 


ADHIKARANA (1): Words like ‘Udbhid’ are names of 
: sacrifices. 


SUTRA (1). 


[PUrvarakga]—“ Iv HAS BEEN EXPLAINED THAT THE VEDA SERVES 
THE PURPOSE OF ACTIONS; THEREFORE THE WHOLE (VEDA) 
SHOULD BE TAKEN AS SERVING THAT PURPOSE,” 


Bhiisya. 


[It has been established that the Veda is the only means of knowing Dharma; 
that is, the knowledge of what we ought to do can be obtained only from the Vedic 
texts.. Of Vedic texts, there are several Ikinds—(a) there is oue which direct ly 
enjoins the act to be done or forbids the act to be avoided ;—(b) there is the decla- 

-matory (commendatory or condemnatory) declaration, which has been shown to be 
useful in helping us to obtain a knowledge of our duty by commending the act 
| enjoined or condemning the act forbidden, and thereby prompting us to 


. aetivity ;—(c) then there are the Mantras (Invocations), which have been shown to 
serve the purpose of indicating certain details of the act that has been enjoined ;— > 


(d) in addition to these we find in the Veda certain words and phrases the exact 


purpose and meaning of which are not so clear as those of the texts dealt with under - 


the above three heads. For instance, there is the text ‘Udbhid& yajéta’; the 
meaning of this sentence is not clear; as the exact signification of the term 
‘ Udbhid’ is doubtful.—The present Pada is going to deal with texts of this ee 
kind.] 

We meet. with such Vedic texts as— Udbhida 4 yajēia’, ‘one should 
sacrifice with the Udbhid’ (Tandya-Brahmana 19.7.2); ‘ Balabhida yajéta, 
(Ibid. 19. 7. 1): ‘Abhijita yajéia’, © Vishvazita yajéta’.—In regard to these 
there arises the question—Are these terms, ‘ Udbhid’, (‘ Balabhid 7: Abhijit’, 
and ‘ Vishvajit’) meant to enjoin certain sacrificial accessories ? Or are they 
the names of certain sacrifices ?— Why should such a question arise at all?” 


~~-Beeause from the sentence as it stands, both the meanings are deducible; _ 


from the syntax of the sentence, the term ‘ Udbhida’ (‘ with the Udbhid’ )is 
related to the verb ‘ Yajeta’ ig should. sacrifice’ ); now this syntactical 


connection between the two words may be either apposiiional,—the meaning - 


being that ‘one should sacrifice with the . -sacrifice named Udbhid’,—or 
non-appositional, —the meaning being that ‘one should perform the sacrifice 


with the Udbhid as the substance. offered. —The sentence thus admitting 


‘of both these constructions, there peels a arises a doubt (as to which is the 
correct interpretation). 


On. this question, the Parvapakga x view is as Totowa: _ Ti has eae iy 
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, been explained by us that the Veda serves the purpose of actions; one part of it 
consists of Vidhi, Injunction, which makes known things not already 
known; e.g. ‘Somena yajéia’ (‘One should sacrifice with the Soma’) ;—(b) 
another part of it consists of the Arthaviida, Declamatory. Passage, which 
eulogises and commends the Injunction; e.g. ‘Vayu is the eftest deity’ 
(Taitti. Sara, 2. 1. 1. 1);—(e) another part is Mantra, the Invocational 
Passage, which indicates (brings to mind) the enjoined thing at the 
time of the performance ; e.g. © Varhirdevnsadanan pee *, (I am lopping 
grass, the seat of the gods’—Maitra. Sarh. L 1l. 2. 1), and so forth.— 
From this it follows th at the terms in question Udbhied and the rest-— 
should serve one of these three purposes. But they cannot be Arthavā- 
das, because an Arihavdda always appears as a supplement to something that 
has been enjoined.—-Nor can they be Mantras, as there is no such thing to be 
indicated (at the time of performanve) as is spoken of in the words under 
consideration.—-The only possible alternative left by elimination thus is 
that the words be taken as injunction of accessories: ic. what is enjoined” 
(by the word < Udbhidd’) is that. <the sacrifice is to be performed with, 
Udbhid us an accessory (i.e. substance of offering)’; and the reasons for the 
acceptance of this alternative are—(qa) that it is in keeping with a well-recog- 
nised fact, (b) that the injunction of accessories serves a distinctly useful 
purpose, and (e) that: it serves to prompt men to the particular course of 
action.. [It also fulfils the condition of Injunctions, in that it makes known 
something not already known, as] the fact of the Udbhid being of use in a _ 
sacrifice is not known among people; nor has it been declared in the Veda ~ 
(anywhere else).—Hence the texts in questions must be injunctions of 
-. accessories.—An objection may be raised—‘If the sentence in question » 
is the injunction of an accessory, then there is no injunction of the action 
(of sacrificing) itself (whereat the accessory could be used); and so long as the 
action itself is not enjoined, any injunction of accessories for that action 
would be entirely useless.’—Our answer to this is that it is not so; the 
injunction of the accessory (by the sentence in question) would be useful, 
in so far as it would be enjoining the particular accessory for the Primary 
Sacrifice Jyotistomea (which is the archetype of all Soma-sacrifices), If the 
word in question (‘Udbhid’) were only the name of the sacrifice, then 
‘Udbhida yajéta’ (‘should offer the Udbhid-sacrifice’) would be synony- 
mous with ‘ Yajéta’ (‘should sacrifice’); [as Udbhid would be only the name 
of the sacrifice]; so that the presence of the word ‘ Udbhidad’ in the sentence 
would make no difference in the activity prompted by the injunction. If, 
on the other hand, the word is taken as enjoining an accessory, then through 
the addition of this accessory, the words ‘Udbhid’ and the like would 
be providing | additional information and thus serve a distinctly useful 
‘parposs—-From all this it follows that all | these words are injunctions of 
~ acoessories.”” | 


in answer to this 5 Pūrvapakya v we have the tolloving Siddhänta— ` 


‘fact of the word denoting an action (ie. sacrifice) would. be assumed ”. 
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‘SUTRA ©). 


[SrppHintra |—In REALITY, THAT TERM MUST BE A NAME 
‘WHICH, AT FIRST, APPEARS AS NEW” [OR, ‘OF THAT 
SACRIFICE WHICH BRINGS ABOUT AN Apiirva, A 
TRANSCENDENTAL RESULT ’],—-BECAUSE IT CANNOT 
BE INJUNCTIVE (OF ANYTHING). 


| Bhasya. 


The phrase ‘api rä’, ‘in reality’, rejects the above Pirvapaksa. 
The term must be a nume-—we declare ;~—because it is only thus that 


the term would enjoin some thing not already. enjoined,—iLe. a sacrifice ` 


other than the Jyotistoma yand the Vedic text also would directly mention 
a sacrifice. Otherwise, (ic. if the term were not a name, but an injunction 
of accessories), the text speaking of the ‘Udbhid’ and other things would 
indirectly indicate that act at whieh the Udbhid is used, the meaning of the 
sentence ‘ Udbhidd yajita’ being that ‘one should bring about (the result) 
by means of that sacrifice at which the Udbhid is used’ ;—that ‘one should 


bring about the result. by means of the sacrifice’ is what is meant by the term 


* should sacrifice? (* Fast") s-—* Ydga,’ * the sacrifice,’ isan instrument ;—the 


: Udbhid also is an instrument, as it is spoken of by means of a word with the 
instrumental ending (* Udbhida’). Thus then, if we construe ‘Udbhida — 
yajēta’ as © Udbhidd yagena kuryat’, and take the term ‘ Udbhid’ occurring - 


in the term ‘Udbhida’ with the Instrumental ending, as the name of the 


sacrifice, Yaga, which is expressed by the term ‘ Ydgena’, which also has the - 


instrumental ending,--then the co-ordination between the two terms (* Ud- 
bhidd and * Ydyéna’) becomes quite logical. On the other hand, if the term 
‘Udbhid’ were taken as denoting a substance (to be used at the sacrifice), 
then the requisite co-ordination (between ‘ Udbhida&’ and ‘ Ydgéna’) would 
be possible only by having recourse to possessive indication (in the term 
‘Udbhida’, taking it as equivalent to ‘ Udbhidvatd’, ‘one that possesses, iè. 
uses, the Udbhid’).—And certainly when there is a doubt as to the accept- 


ability of direct assertion and indirect indication, it is direct assertion that is- 
omore aceeptable.—-From all this it follows that the term ‘ Udbhid’ is the 


name of & sacrifice. 
Says the Opponent-—* In at case, the well- nowt n fact of the | term 
t Udbhid’ denoting a substance would be ignored and the entirely unknown 
The answer to this is that the fact of the term ‘ udbhid? being the name 
of an action is deduced from the force of the Instrumental ending in‘ ‘Udbhida : 


— How ?”—The Instrumental ending is added to only such noun-bases 
as denote an Instrument, and ‘in the sentence in question it-is the ‘ Yaga’, 7 
_. Sacrifice, that is the instrument ; consequently ‘we infer. that the. “word: 


f udbhida’, with the instrumental ending,” being in the same case as 
‘ yagena’, ‘the term ‘ udbhid? must denote: the sacrifice. 


Saya the ‘Opponent s aa This i is not right. s Tt could be as, explained only l 
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if the presence of the Instrumental ending had enabled the term ‘ udbhid’ to 
bring about the notion of (i.e. to denote) the sacrisice;—as a matter of 
fact, however, no such notion of the sacrifice arises out of the word 
‘udbhid’ ;—hence what has been asserted is not right.—It might be argued 
that—* The Instrumental ending would be inexplicable except on the basis 
of the explanation just provided’.—Let it be inexplicable; when, as a 
matter of fact, the sacrifice is not understood to be denoted by the term 
‘udbhid’, this term cannot be regarded as expressive of it (simply for 
making the Instrumental ending explicable)—For these reasons, the words 
in question (‘ udbhid, ete.), must be taken as injunctive of accessories.—It 
might be urged that ‘ this involves recourse to indirect indication’.—But it is 
better to assume an indirect indication than to assume the denotation of 


the sacrifice (by a word that does not denote it). Because recourse to indirect | 
indication is an ordinary every-day process, while the assuming of an. 


entirely unknown thing is sheer perversity.—Further, if the text ‘ Udbhida 


yajéta ` enjoins the name, it cannot enjoin the sacrifice; and if it enjoins the 


sacrifice, then it cannot enjoin the name; if it enjoins. both, then there 
‘is syntactical split.” 

The answer to this is as follows:—The Name is not enjoined by the 
text in question; what we mean is that the word ‘udbhid@’ contains a 
| reference (by name) to the sacrifice.—* But where is that sacrifice enjoined, 


(to which reference is made in the term ‘ udbhida@’)?”—Our answer to this- 


is that the term ‘udbhid’ denotes the acé. of sacrifice through the force of 
its constituents, ‘ué’ and the root ‘bhid’, which together express manifest, 
bring about; so that the particular sacrifice is referred to as ‘ udbhid’ in the 
sense that it manifests, brings about, ‘cattle’ (the declared result of the 
sacrifice). Thus it is that this particular sacrifice is named ‘ udbhid’, 
Similarly, the Abhijit-sacrifice is so called in the sense that it brings 


about. straight victory—The Vishvajit-sacrifice is so called in the sense that 


it brings about conquest of the world. And so in the case of other names 


of sacrifices.—For these reasons we conclude that all these words are names. 


of so many sacrifices. 

- As regards the argument urged by the Parapatan to the effect that— 
“Tf taken as a name, the word would not lead to any special activity on the 
part of the agent, and hence it would be useless’’,—the name also would be 
useful, inasmuch as it would serve to connect the sacrifice with particular 
~ accessories and results; [for instance, the sacrifice having been enjoined 


_ in some other text, the text ‘udbhida yajéta pashukdmah’ serves to connect 
that sacrifice, here referred to by the name ‘udbhid’, with the particular 


result in the shape of Caitle; similarly in other cases, the text may serve 
_the purpose of connecting the sacrifice. with a particular accessory in the 
l shape of substance or deity, ete. J. : 


“From. all this it becomes established that m like those under hee 


[Rimarila has not accepted this interpretation of Siitras 1 and 2 as embodying 


the single adhikarana that words like ‘ udbhid’ are names of sacrifices.—According 
to him Sitra (1) contains nothing | that cannot be accepted by the Siddhaniin, 
and: vherp oro it need not be. token as a Pirvapalga sutra... ‘By his interpretation 


4 
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Sitra (1) embodies the Adhikarana leading to the conclusion that words like 
‘udbhid’ also are means of knowing Dharma; and Sūtra (2) embodies another 
adhikarana leading to the conclusion that the said terms are names of sacrifices. 
The Pirvapakea of both these Adhikaranas is, in this interpretation, to be supplied 
from outside the Sitras.] ee wee 


ADHIKARANA (2): Words like ‘Chitra’ are names of 
sacrifices. 


SUTRA (3). 


{[SrppHANTA]—THAT WORD WHEREIN THERE WOULD BE AN INJUNCTION 
OF AN ACCESSORY DETAIL MUST BE RELATED TO THE PRINCIPAL 
FACTOR. 


Bhasya. 


[The foregoing Adhikarana has dealt with such words as have no commonly 
recognised meaning, and whose meaning had, in every case, to be deduced from their 
etymology. The present Adhikarana deals with such words as have common well- 
recognised meanings of their own.] 

The texts to be dealt with here are—(a) ‘ Chitrayd yajéta pashukdimah’ 
(Taittiriya-Samhitad 2. 4. 6. 1),—(b) ‘ Trivrt bahih pavamanam’ (Tandya-Brah- 
mana 20. 1.°2),—(c) ‘ Pavichadashinydjydni’? (Tandya-Brahmana 19. 11. .2],— 
(d) Saptadasha prsthani’ (Tandya-Brahmana 19. 1. 2). 

The question in regard to these is—Are the words (a) ‘Chitra’, (b) 
‘ Pavamāna’ , (c) ‘Ajya’, and (d) < Prstha’—injunctive of accessories, | or 


` names of sacrifices ? 


The Pirvapaksa on this question is as follows :—-“ These words must be 
— taken as injunctive of accessories,—(a) because such is their well- recognised 
meaning, (b) because it is only in that sense that they could serve a useful 
purpose, and (c) because it is only in that sense that they would lead to 
a particular kind of activity. These words are not known as denoting any 
‘acts (sacrifices); nor have they any etymological meaning; they are 
ordinary common nouns (denoting classes). For instance, the word ‘ Chitra > 
is an adjective, expressing quality; the sentence ‘Chitrayd yajéta’ is a 
reference to a sacrifice, and not the injunction of the sacrifice, as the sacri- 
fice is one already known; in fact, what the sentence is meant to express 
is the fact of a particular result (acquisition of cattle) following from 
certain accessory details in relation to the sacrifice ; and hence itis not neces- 
sary for this sentence itself to enjoin the sk ce,—Similarly also in the 
case of the sentences ‘ Pavichadashdni ajyam’ and ‘ Saptadashani prsthani.’. 
—Nor is it necessary to have recourse to indirect indication, even when — 
“the words are taken as injunctive X accessories.—Hence the words: must 
be taken as injunctive of accessories.’ 

-In answer to the above Pirvapaksa, we e have the following $ jddhanta: = 
That word—in regard to which there is a doubt as to whether it is injunctive 
-of accessories or a. Name—wherein would be enjoined another accessory detail, 
mirst be related to the principal factor, ie. the action,—That is to say,. 
such a word must be taken as the Name of an action (sacrifice).—If it were 
taken as injunctive of an accessory, then. there would be syntactical ‘split. 

-For instance, (in the case of the text“ ‘ Chitray yd yajeta pashukamah,” if the 
word“ Chitraya” were taken. as 5 injunctive of an t accessory, the meening of the 
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whole sentence would have to be that) there being a possibility of a 
male animal being used, (1) ‘ the animal that is used (2) should be a female 
one, (3) with the additional qualification of being of variegated colour, and 
(4) from. using such an animal at the sacrifice, cattle will follow as 
the result ’.—Certainly no single sentence can enjoin so many things. Thus 
then, [it being possible to enjoin only one thing at a time], if the variegated 
colour were enjoined, it could be enjoined (or predicated) only in reference 
to. the female animal (which will have to be already enjoined elsewhere, 
in order to be able to be referred to here) ;—as a matter of fact however, no 
female animal could be enjoined either in reference to the Agnisomiya 
(animal dedicated to Agni-Soma), or in reference to the desire for cattle; nor 
could this latter be enjoined in reference to the animal dedicated to Agni- 
Soma. 

Similarly in the case of the text ‘ Pavichadashani djydni bhavanti’, what 
is meant is that the number fifteen pertains to the ‘Ajyas’. Now, until the 
š Ajyas’ have been enjoined, they cannot be used in connection with the 
Stotra-Chanis ;—but there is no other text injunctive of the Ajyas ;—hence 
the text in question (according to the Pirvapaksa) would have to enjoin 
the Ajyas, and to enjoin also the number fifteen in regard to the Ajyas thus 
enjoined; and a connection between these two—the ‘Ajyas’ and the 
«number fifteen’ is clearly recognised (in the text under consideration); but 
the connection of the ‘Ajyas’ with the Stotra-chant has been hitherto 
unknown ;--so also the connection between. the Ajyas and the number 
fifteen has been unknown (apart from the text under consideration); 
and yet it is impossible for both these connections to be enjoined (and 
predicated) by the single sentence (‘ Pavichadashani āäjyāni bhavanti’).—On 
the other hand, if ‘ Ajya’ is taken as the name (of an act), there is no such | 
incongruity (of double predication); as in that case the only connection to 
be predicated is that with the number (fifteen).—Further, the idea that 
‘ Ajyas are Stotra-chants’ could be obtained from the text under considera: 
tion, only by recourse to indirect indication —From. all this it follows that 

words like ‘djya’ are names of actions (chants)—these actions being enjoined 
by other texts such as * Ajyaih stuvaté’ (‘pray with the Ajyas’), ‘ Prethaih — 
stuvaié’ (* Pray with the Prsthas’),. 

As regards the Pirvapaksa-argument that “no such name of action is 
known (as ‘djya’ or * Prstha’)”,—-our answer is that the particular chants 
would be named ‘djyas’, through the etymological signification of this word 
which signifies ‘going to the battle’ (dji-gamana),-~‘ What would be this 
yoing to battle (in regard to the chants) ?”’—-The explanation is supplied by the 
subsequent Arthavdda passage, which declares that ‘The Ajya-chants are so 
called because the deities went to battle after reciting these chants’,—Similarly 
the < Prstha chants’ are so called because they speak of touching (sparsha), 
_ [the Rathantara-sdma is described as having come out of the water touched 
by Vayu]. —Similarly also the Bahigpavamana chant is so called because its 
mamtra-teats are expressive of the Pavamana, and because it has some oon 
„nection with the outside (bahik). —A particular sacrifice is named’ ‘ohitra 

(lit. maclti-coloured), becuse several kinds. of substances are. used thereat, 
such as ‘curds, honey, milk, clarified | butter, fried grana rice and water’. 
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From all this it follows that t all such words (as ‘chiird”) are names of . 


actions. 
Question :—* Why cannot the text ‘ Pañchadashāni äjaäni bhavanti’ be 
taken as enjoining the Ajyas qualified by the number Fifteen with reference to 
the act of chanting [thereby avoiding a syntactical split] ?”’ 
Answer :—For the simple reason that in the text there is no word ex- 
` pressive of the qualified Ajyas. a 

“But there are the two words ‘ patichadashéni? and ‘djydni’, whieh 
together express the Ajyas qualified by the number Fifteen, and it would be 
these that the text would enjoin with reference to the Stotra-chants.” 

Both these words cannot be injunctive; only one can be injunctive 
(predicative) and the other must be the subject (of the proposition); if both 
were predicative, then they could not be related to one another; if neither 
of them were injunctive, then there could be nothing to enjoin (or predicate) 
connection with the Stotra-chant.. Nor will it be possible to take one of the 
two words (‘ djydni’) as the subject in reference to the qualification (num- 
ber ‘ fifteen’) and as injunctive (predicative) in reference to the Stotra-chant ; 
as such a construction would involve two distinct sentences. Hence the 
answer proposed is no answer to the Siddhdnia. 


ApuTKkaRana (3): Words like « Agnihotra’ are names of 
Actions (Tatprakhyanyaya). 
` | SUTRA (4). 
[Sroprinta]—THERe IS ANOTHER TEXT INJUNCTIVE OF THAT 
ACCESSORY. 
Bhasya. 


{Adhikarana (1) has dealt with words whose etymological signification pointed 
to the sacrificial accessory only indirectly ; ‘udbhid@’ for instance, had to be taken 


by the Pirvapakein as ‘udbhidvata’ before it could be construed as laying down the ` 


offering-material; and it was this necessity of having recourse to indirect possessive 
indication that was found to be the weak point in the Piirvapakea. The present 


| Idhikaxana is going to deal with those words whose direct signification itself points 


to a sacrificial accessory and no recourse to indirect indication is necessary. ] 
We meet with such Vedic texts as—(a) ‘ Agniholram juhoti. suargakamah 


(Taittiriya-Samhita 1. 5.9), (b) < Aghdramadgharayati’ (Taitti. Sara. 6. 3. 7T. 3; 


Taittiriya-Brahmana 3. 3. 7).—In regard to these there arises the following 


_question—Are the terms ‘agnihotra’ and! agaras injunctive of accessories, 
or names of actions ? 


On this question we have the following Purvapaksa :—“ (a) The term 
‘agnihotra ’ (taken as a Bahuvrihi compound) signifies ‘that in which the 
libation is offered to Agni’; (b) and the phrase ‘ dghdramdghdrayati’ signifies 
that ‘one pours the Aghdara, i.e. a fluid substance’, such as Clarified Butter. 
By accepting these significations, we accept the well-recognised meanings of 
the terms. And with these significations, (a) the term ‘agnihotra’ is in- 
junetive of the accessory (Deity, Agni) of the Darvihoma offering, and (b) the 
term ‘ äghära’ is injunctive of the accessory (offering material, a fluid substance) 
of the Updmshuydja-offering;—and in this manner, both these terms serve 
a distinetly useful purpose and are also conducive to particular forms of 
activity (on the part of the performers).—Nor does the view that these 


terms are injunctive of accessories Involve any necessity for having recourse 


to indirect. indication, as was found necessary in the case of the sentence 
‘udbhidad yajéta’ [under Adhikarana (1)]; because (a) in the case of the term 
‘agnihotra’, the injunction of the accessory (Deity) is got at from the com- 
pound itself, and (b) in the case of the term ‘dghara’, the injunction of the 


` accessory (material) is got at directly (from the accusative ee in 


‘dghdram’); just as in the case of the sentence “ agharam nirvartayati’ (= pre- 
pares the fluid substance’ X: From all tals it follows that the two terms are. 
injunctive of accessories.” : Sula ete : 

In- answer to the above Parva silt we ae the following Siddhanta : eee 
There is another teat injunctive of that accessory. (8i.)—That is to say, the 


two accessories that might be suspected of being enjoined by the two terms 
-under discussion are such as have been already learnt from other texts. — 
For tantence, (a) the deity, (Agni, for the: # Dayuihoma) 1 is ‘already enjoined i in 
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the text ‘ Yadagnayé cha prajdpatayé cha siyam jJuhoti’> (ci. Maitra. Sarn. 
1. 8. 7); and (b) the material (Clarified Butter) for the Aghdra also is 
already. enjoined in the text ‘Chaturgrhitam wd Btadabhiit tasydghdramd- 
gharyd’ (where ‘chaturgrhitam’ stands for Clarified Butter taken up in the 
Sruva four times).—An Injunction is a real injunction only when it makes 
known something not already known;—in the present instance, we find 
that the two accessories have been already enjoined by other texts ;— 
hence it follows that the words in question cannot be injunctive of these 
accessories.—On the other hand, it is quite possible for the two terms 
to be names of actions: (a) ‘ Agnihotra’ being that act in which the Libation 
(hotra) is offered to Agni (agnayé), and (b) ‘ Aghdra’ is well-known as signi- 
fying the act of pouring a long stream. Thus both the terms are names 
of actions.—As regards the argument that “the well-known meaning of the 
terms is preserved if they are taken as injunctive of materiais”,—this has 
been already answered (under siiras 1, 2 and 3). | 

[In answer to the Siddhdnta argument that Agni having heen already — 
enjoined by another text as the deity of the Darvihoma, there would he a 

superfluity if the term ‘ agnihotra’ also were taken as injunctive of the same] 
the Pirvapaksin says that—“ the injunction of Agni over again as the deity 
of Darvihoma would serve the useful purpose of precluding the possibility of 
Prajdpati being regarded as the deity of that offering.” 
Our answer to this is that that cannot be; the text in question (‘ Agnis 
hotram juhuydt’) is capable of enjoining Agni, it is not capable of pre- 
cluding Prajapati; specially as if Prajapati were precluded, then the enjoining 
of that Deity (by another text) would be entirely futile-——when Prajapati is 
understood (from a certain text) to be the deity (of a certain offering); and 
what is so understood cannot be regarded as false (or wrong, which is what 
the alleged precluding would mean). Hence what the Pirvapaksin says 
does not meet our argument at all. . 

(The Pirvapaksin next urges an objection against the Siddhanta view 
` regarding the term ‘dghdra ’ being the name of an act]—“ (a) The sentence 
‘aghaéramaghdrayati’ is the injunction of a material ;—(b) according to the 
rule * Yaistu dravyam chikirsyaté, ete., (Si. 2. 1. 8), an act which tends to 
bring about a material is an Accessory ;—(c) by the act of Pouring herein 
ehjoined, the material (Aghdra) is brought about ;—(d) being thus poured out, 
the said material accomplishes the sacrifice ;—such being the case, what 

is that principal act of which ‘ Aghdra’ would be the name [the Pouring out ` 
having been found to be only an Auxiliary or Accessory]. ?” 

Anewer : -—This ¢ agharana’, Pouring out, itself is the principal act. 

` Objection : =“ But there is neither a material nor a deity for any such 
act (and in connection with oer Biase Act, there should be a material 

and a Deity).” 

T —We say that. pee are wae edna: the text. *‘Tasydghara- | 
maghdryd’, it is clear that Clarified’ ‘Butter is the material used at the. 
f offering ; and the Deity is indicated by the words: of the Mantra ‘Indra 

-urdhwoddhara—ityagharamédgharyate? (cf. Shata. Bra. 1. 5. 1.4; Taitti, Bra. 
3.3.7.7; for Manira, see Madh. Sam . 2,8 and Taittiriya-Sambita 1.1. 12); 
a) mantra which speaks of an. „abt, ‘or at the means of accomplishing the act, 
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r becomes an integral part of that act;—and the mantra just quoted is found 
n capable of speaking of the deity Indra ;—so that, if this Indra were a means 
of accomplishing that act (of pouring out ), the said mantra could be used in 
that act of Pouring out; and this Indra being the required deity [and 
Clarified Butter the required material], the act of Pouring Out is one with a 

definite deity and a definite material; hence it is an act of ‘sacrifice’; and 
it is of this sacrifice that ‘ Aghdra’ is the name. 
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ADHIKARANA (4): Words like «Sh yéna’ are names of 
: Sacrifices : Tadvyapadeshanyaya. 


SUTRA (5). 


[SIpDHANTA]—THAT ALSO (SHOULD BE TAKEN AS THE NAME OF 
AN ACTION) WHICH IS SPOKEN OF (AS SIMILAR TO 
SOMETHING WELL-KNOWN). 


Bhasya. 


[Adhikarana (1) has dealt with words like ‘ udbhid’, which are taken in their 
etymological sense both in the Pirvapakea and the Siddh@nta; in the case of the 
word ‘ Shyéna’ dealt with in the present Adhikarana, in the Siddhanta view it would 
have to be taken in its etymological sense, while in the Pirvapakea, it is taken in its 
ordinary popular sense.—Then again, Adhikaraaa (2) has dealt with those words 
which, though being taken directly as injunctive of accessories, give rise, if so 


_. taken, to unnecessary syntactical splits: while the present Adhikarana takes up the 
_ case of those words whose direct signification points to things that can be used 


as materials for offering, etc., and which, when taken in this sense, do not occasion 
any syntactical split. ] 


We meet with such Vedic texts as—(a) ‘ Athaisa shyenéndbhicharan 
yajéta, (see Sadvirnsha-Bra. 3. 8. 1), (b) ‘Athaisa sandarmshendbhicharan yajeta `, 
(c) < Athaisa gavibhicharan yajéta’—The question that arises in connection 
with these is—are the words (a) ‘ shyena’, (b) ‘ sandamsha’ and oyli 
injunctive of accessories òr names of acts ? 

- The Pūrvapaksa, as in the case of the word ‘ udbhid’, is based upon the 
well-known meanings of the words; the only difference between the two 
. cases being, that while the word ‘udbhid’ (being derived from a verbal root 
and. hence) expressive of actions, is capable of indicating the sacrifice, the 
words being considered now are nouns expressive of classes and hence 
unable to indicate the sacrifice. The Pairvapaksa view is that words like 
‘ Shyéna.’ are injunctive of accessories. 
The Siddhdnta,; in answer to. this Pirvapaksa is as follows :—That also 
_ should be taken as the name of an action which is spoken of as similar to some- 
thing well-known ;—i.e. that which is spoken of as similar to the well-known, 
(a) bird, kite [ (b) pincers and (c) cow] is the name of an action; because in 
_ support of its being a name, we have the direct assertion (of the Shruti text 
which speaks of the act as similar to the Kite), while it is only through indi- 
rect indication that it could be taken as injunctive of accessories. —As for the 
argument that “ these words are common nouns (expressive of classes) 
„and cannot indicate the sacrifice’ ,—they can certainly indicate the sacrifice 
through the mention of similarity (in Vedic texts); for instance, we find. 
the similarity mentioned -in the- text—* Just as the kite falls upon and 
seizes its prey, in the same manner. does, one fall upon and seize his enemy 
‘against whom. one sacrifices. with the Shyéna’ (eae 3. 8. Als : 


a 


b 


ADHVAVA I, PADA IV, ADBIKARANA (4). 137 


which shows that through the similarity ‘of the act of ‘falling upon and 


seizing’, the term ‘ shyéna’ becomes applicable to the sacrifice; just as the . 


term ‘lion’ becomes. applicable. to Devadatta (through the similarity of 


such qualities as courage, nobility and so forth).—Hence the term 
* shyéna’ should be taken as the name of a sacrifice.—(b) In regard to the 
* sandamsha’ also, there is the similarity expressed in the words ‘Just as 


by means of the pincer one picks up something that cannot be picked 
up, ete.’ ;—and (c) in regard to the ‘go’ the similarity is ‘just as the cow 
preserves, etc.’ Hence the terms $ sandarisha’ and ‘go’ also should be 
taken as names of sacrifices, 


ADHIKARANA (5): Words like vajapéya’ are names 
of sacrifices. 


SUTRA (6). 


[PŪRVAPAKŞA]—' IN THE CASH OF (WHAT APPEARS TO BE) A NAME,— 
INASMUCH AS THERE IS DIRECT MENTION OF AN ACCESSORY, 
IT SHOULD BE TAKEN AS AN INJUNCTION (OF THAT AC- 
CESSORY)”’,—IF THIS IS URGED (THEN THE ANSWER 
IS AS FOLLOWS IN THE NEXT SUTRA). 


Bhasya. 


[What is said in this Adhikarana applies to all those cases where words appear 


to be names of sacrifices; hence it is applicable also to the case of ‘udbhid’ and 
other words already dealt with. And yet the Bha@sya has cited in particular the case 
of the term ‘ vajapeya’ only with a view to discuss and ascertain the.exact meaning 


of the text ‘ Vajapéyéna svairajyakaimo yajéta’,—-and also because in regard to this. 


term and passage, there is available the additional argument set forth under Sitra 


4] 
-We find the text— Vajapéyéna RUMEN yajeta’ (see Taitti. Bra, 1. 3- 


-§. 9). In regard to the term ‘ vdjapéya’, there arises the question as to its 


_ being injunctive of an accessory or a Name. 
Says the Parvapaksin— If such is the question, then there can be no 


` -question or doubt at all on the point, since it is clearly seen that it is injune- 


tive of an accessory; as a matter of fact we find an accessory directly men- 
tioned [in the word ‘ vdjapeya’, which means ‘that at which väja is peya’> 
where the material väja, food-grains, is distinctly mentioned]; and when 
that accessory is duly recognised, it cannot be said that it is not (ex- 


pressed) thore: ae the name ‘ vajapeya > must be taken as injunctive of © 


an accessory.’ 


SUTRA (7). 
[Stoomä nta] — Tuar CANNOT BE; AS TWO ACTIONS WOULD BECOME 
IDENTICAL. 
Bhasya. 


What bes been asserted in the Pūrvapaksa, cannot be right ; as, in that 
‘ease, the two acts—of Vajapeya and of Darshapirnamisa—would become 
identical; as both would have exactly the same detailed procedure as that 
< which: has been laid down i in connection with the Darshapiirnamasa ; and the 


result of this would be that. the Dikgas. ‘and the Upasads would disappear i 
from the Väjapeya, in connection with which they have been specially pres- 


eribed in such texts as— In. the | Vajaptya there are seventeen Dikeds’, In 
‘the Vdjapéya, there are seventeen Upasads.’. 
n the meaning of me Sütra may} be that if. the word’: Väjapaya” were 
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injunctive of an accessory, then the Vdajapéya sacrifice would be identical 
with the Jyotistoma sacrifice,—thus alone would the presence of the Diksds 
and the Upasads be possible. : 

From all this it follows that the term ‘ ' Väjapēya’ is the name of a sacri- 
fice. 

[Hf the word ‘ Vājapēya’ signified and enjoined a material; the only material it 
could signify would be the Vāja which is a preparation of flour, sugar and some other 
ingredients; and the sacrifice at which such a material would be used would become 
an Jeti, as at an Isti alone is a food-grain-offering made ; and as the archetype of all 
Istis is the Darshapiirnamasa, it would be the procedure of this latter that would be 
adopted at the sacrifice at which Vaja would be offered ; whereas as a matter of fact, 


the procedure actually followed at the “Vajapeya sacrifice is that of the Jyotietoma . 


sacrifice, as is clear from the fact that the Dikeis and Upasads have been specially 
enjoined for the Vajapiya. and those Dikeis and Upasads form part of the procedure 
of the Jyotistoma, not of the Darshapirnamasa—Tantravartika. | 


What we have said so far in answer to the Pérvapaksa is only an (infer- 
ential) argument against it ; the real Siddhdnia position is as set forth in the 
following Sūtra. l 


SŪTRA (8). 


A SINGLE WORD WOULD HAVE (ITS OWN AS WELL AS) AN EXTRA- 
NEOUS SIGNIFICATION. 


Bhasya. 


_ If the word ‘ va@japéya’ were injunctive of an accessory, then the single 
word ‘ yajéta’ would have its own as well as an extraneous signification; and 
this would be an incongruity. That is to say, the intrinsic signification of the 
text ‘(vdijapéyena) svdrdjyakdmo yajéta’ is that it enjoins a sacrifice for the 
person desiring ‘world-wide. sovereignty’—[the term ‘svdrdjya’ has this 
technical signification attached to itin Aita. Bra. 8. 14]—and that being so, 
the same word ‘ yajéia’ could not have the extraneous signification whereby 
it could be only referring to the sacrifice for the purpose of connecting it with. 
the material ‘ vdéjapeya’,—the meaning of the sentence, in the latter case, 
being ‘by means of the sacrifice at which Vajapeya is used as the material’. 
If the words were to have those two (mutually incompatible) significations, 
there would be a syntactical split. | 

Says the Opponent :— In the text m question, we dintinotly perceive 
two separate sentences—the first sentence consisting of two words is— svdrd-. 
. Jyakamo yajéta’ (* one desiring world-wide sovereignty should sacrifice’), and 
the second sentence equally distinctly perceptible is ‘yajéia vdjapéyéna’ 
(‘should sacrifice with the Vdjapéya’) [and as there are two distinct sen- 
tences, this cannot be regarded as a case of syntactical split].”’ 

This is not so, we reply. If there were two. distinct sentences, as first 
~ mentioned, then there would be four words i in the sentence, while i in AR 
_ we find only three words. ce - Í 
a Our explanation i is that the wad: yajēta’ ai be construed with both 

‘the words (‘ evdrdjyakamah * and ¢ vājapēyēna ) separately,” 
How can the word occurring once only: be construed with both the words? ? 
s: “That w ould hbe POTE because the form of the wora remains the same 
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in both cases; its form when construed with ‘ svdrajyakamah’ is precisely the 
same as. that in which it is construed with ‘ wijapéyéna’; and hence it would 
be construed with both the words by what i is technically known as ‘simulta- 
neous. relationship ’.”’ 

That cannot be; if the exact ae of the act expressed by the word 
‘ yajéta’” is not known already, then alone can the word be an injunction of 
it (as in * sudrdjyakdmo yajéta’); and if that exact nature is known already, 
then the word could be only a reference to that act (as yad yajéia tad viija-. 
péyena’); but it is not possible for the same act (sacrifice) to be known as well 
as not known at one and the same time [and this is what it would be if the 
sentence ‘ vdjapeyéna Sursqgaiime: yajéta” were construed as suggested by 
the Parvapaksin), 

Says the Opponent—‘‘It has been argued by fie Siddhantin that ‘if the 
word vadjapéyéna were injunctive of an accessory, the word yajéta would 


contain a mere reference to the sacrifice already enjoined elsowhere’.—But if 


the word ‘ yajéia’ contained a mere reference, which word would be there that 
would enjoin the accessory? [There is no other injunctive verb in the sen- 
tence].—Do not say please that the accessory (Material) would be enjoined 
by the word ‘ vajapéyéna’; because unless there is a verb, there can be no 
injunction of something to be done as expressed by a word. The only verb in 
the sentence is ‘ yajéta’ and it has been declared (by the Siddhantin) to be 
a mere reference (to a previously enjoined sacrifice); which word then is 
there that would enjoin the act spoken of by that word (‘ yajéta’)? Hence © 
it follows that ‘ yajéta’ is an Injunction that goes with ‘the man desiring _ 
world-wide sovereignty’ (svdrdjyakimah), as well as with the accessory, 
Vajapéya; and in this manner ‘ yajéta’ could be construed with both the — 
“words.” s 
-If there are two independent injunctions (one to the effect that ‘one 
desiring world-wide sovereignty should sacrifice’ and ‘one should offer the 
sacrifice with the material vajapeya’), then there would be no connection 
between the Vajapeya and the sacrifice performed by the man desiring world- 
wide sovereignty ; and according to the explanation suggested by the Pūrva- 
paksin, there would be no separate sentences ; and therefore the sacrifice per- 
formed by the man desiring sovereignty could not be syntactically connected 
with the injunction of the accessory (Vajapéya). ; 

‘But. the connection of the sacrifice performed by the man desiring 
world-wide sovereigniy (with the injunction of the accessory) would be got at 
through the force of the Context (i.e. though the fact of the two Piero 
occurring in the same context).”” 

That is not right; as all that the syntactical conneétion (of the sentence 
-‘vdjapeyéna yajéia’) does is to enjoin the material, vajapeya, in reference 
to. the. sacrifice only patos any Teferençe: to the: desire for. world- wide 
sovereignty). ; 
oe “All right, let. ‘hare be « connection (ot the e material, Vājapēja) with the 
sacrifice only el oe 
[But that would not he correct, aati in reni the connection between the 


= ‘material’ Väjapēya. and the: sacrifice. performed by one desiring world-wide 


sovereigniy is also opta by the two. sentences being construed together. 


ADHYAYA I, PADA IV, ADHIKARANA (5). 141 


From all this we conclude that if the term ‘vajapéya’ is the name of a 
sacrifice, then. we can safely discard both Context and Syntactical Connection. 
[i.e. if ‘ vdjapéya’ is the name of the sacrifice, then, even without calling in 
the aid of Context and Syntactical Connection, we could have all that we 
desire in the shape of the notion that ‘The man desiring world-wide 


sovereignty should accomplish his purpose by means of the sacrifice named | 


Vajapéya.|—If on the other hand, the term ‘ vijapéya’ is taken as injunctive 
of an accessory, then there sey up all those einconar utes of Syntactical 
split and the rest. 

Thus it is established that the term ¢ vijapiya * is the name of & sacri- 
ficial act. i 


ADHIKARANA (6): Words like ‘agnéya’ are not names 
of sacrifices. 


SUTRA (9). 


il Srppwinra]—TaE ACTION AS WELL AS ITS ACCESSORIES SHOULD 
BE (TAKEN AS) ENJOINED :—AS THEY ARE NOT DIVORCED IN 
THE INJUNCTIVE WORD ;—-SPECIALLY IF THEY HAVE 
NOT BEEN ALREADY ENJOINED BY ANOTHER 
(TEXT). 


Bhasya. 


[The general character and functions of Names have been discussed so far; with 
the present Sūtra begins the consideration of certain exceptions to the gener, al prin- 
. ciples set forth above.] 

We meet with such texts as— Yadajneyo’ siakapalo’mdvasyaydm paurna- 
māsyäüchāchyuto bhavati’? (Taittiriya-Sa amhita 2. 6. 3. 3)—In regard to the 
term ‘dgnéya’ here, there arises the question—Are words like ‘dgnéya’, 
‘agnisomiya’ and the rest.injunctive of accessories or names of actions? . 

On this question, the Pirvapaksa view is that—‘* If the word ‘ agnéya’ 
were injunctive of accessories, then it would have to be taken as enjoining 
more than one accessory,—such as Agni, the Cake and the Hight Pans (which 
would not pe eh ; hence such words should not be taken as injunctive. of 
accessories ”’ 

In answer to this Pūrvapaksa, we have the following Siddhdnta:—The 
action, a8 also its accessories, should be taken as enjoined (by the word),—as 


they are not divorced in the injunctive word ;—i.e. in the word ‘dgnéya’, which. 


ends with the nominal affix ‘dhak’. In fact, what is enjoined is the fact of 
the cake baked on eight pans being ‘ dgnéya’; and it becomes ‘dgnéya’ only 
when it.is dedicated and offered to Agni; and thus in this manner, the act of 
offering (sacrifice) also becomes enjoined by the word ;—when this act of. 
offering is enjoined, it cannot be enjoined without Agni and the Cake baked on 
eight Pans also being enjoined; because when a relationship is enjoined, it 
“gannot be said to be < ee ciel unless it enjoins the relatives themselves, 
Hence words like ‘ dgnéya’ must be injunctive of accessories. 

_ As regards the term ‘ astiékapdla’, it is a well-known fact that it is the 
cake made up of vrihi or yava when baked on eight pans, that becomes ~ 

‘astakapdla’ ¡consequently it is to be taken as mentioned here only by way 
of reference; because what is spoken of by the word is the well-accomplished 
entity, ‘cake baked on sight pans’, which has been already enjoined in such. 

“texts as ‘cooks: ‘upon pans’ (Taitti. -Sarh. 2..3. 6.2); whereby they do not 
use a cake. prepared in any other manner; so that this _ Htepretation y does 
not involve any syntactical split. PEN 
‘If they have not been already enjoined by another teat’ (Si.); that is to 


a say, m & case where the accessories in. question have been: already enjoined 
py another text, the word i in question has to be taken as a NAME, as we have 


found in thoe case of the text R ee Sa. A, above): 


< 


| 
| 
| 


Ip is only. through similarity. Ta) 


ADHIKARANA (7): Words like ‘ varhih’ denote the 
7 7 common things. 
SUTRA (10). 


. [SIDDHÄNTA]—ĪNASMUCH AS THE TERMS ‘VARHIH’ AND ‘AJYA’ ARE 
FOUND TO BE APPLIED EVEN WHEN THERE HAS BEEN NO 
CONSECRATION, THEY CANNOT BE TAKEN AS SIGNIFYING 

ONLY CONSECRATED. THINGS. 


Bhasya. 


[In connection with Names, we proceed to consider the exact signification ot 


the names of certain substances. ] 


In regard to such names of substances as ‘ varhih’ (grass), ‘dfya’ (clari- 
fied butter) and ‘ puroddsha’ (cake),—there arises the question—Are these 
expressive of consecrated things only? or of common things? 

On this question, the Pirvapaksa view is as follows—‘*‘ They are words èx- 


pressive of the consecrated things; in all cases, we find people using the term. 
.. *yarhis’? in the sense of consecrated grass, not to the unconsecrated common 


rass;—similarly they use the term ‘djya’ only in the sense of consecrated 
8 X: y 


- clarified butter ;—and they use the term ‘ puroddsha’ only in the sense of the 


consecrated flour-cake.—‘ But in some places, the terms are applied to un- 
consecrated things also; e.g. we find people saying—The cows have run away 
after having eaten varhis (grass) ;—sirailarly they speak of the Ajya as to be 
purchased ;—and. also of my mother giving me sweets made of Puradisha’.— 


But all such use is due to similarity (between the consecrated and the 


unconsecrated article); just as the term ‘yitpa’ is sometimes applied to 
pp 


the unplaned log of wood.—‘ But why should this usage be regarded as 


secondary or figurative (based upon similarity) ?’—Because such usage is 
found only in a few places [and not in all places; and it is only uni- 
versal usage that counts as direct or primary signification]—From all this 
it follows that the words in N are expressive of consecrated things 
only. 4 . 

In answer to the pave Pirvapaksa we have the following Siddhanta :— 


Inasmuch as words like ‘ varhis’ are found to be applied to the unconsecra- 


ted things also, they cannot be taken as expressive of the consecrated things 


only.‘ It has already been pointed out that such use.is only local, and it is. 


based upon similarity.”—But that is not right; if it were generally 


recognised that the term denotes the consecrated thing only,—then alone — 
could it be said that when the term. is applied to the unconsecrated thing, ae 
ality, however, the said fact is not — 


invariably recognised. —‘ How so 2??—Because we find certain consecrations 


- prescribed for things spoken of. by such names as ‘varhis’ and the like; 
this shows that the consecrations are to come when the words are there 
2 already (to seo oars the things themselves); under the circumstances, if the 
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- words were taken to be applicable only when the consecrations were there,— _ 
there would be an objectionable interdependence (consecration depending 
upon the use of the word, and the use of the word depending upon the 
consecration). Nor is it possible to have any consecrations that have not 
been prescribed (by words); so that the use of the words by people could not 
be based upon such (unprescribed) consecrations,—It is for this reason that 
people do not apply words like ‘varhis’ to the consecrated things only. 
And when we find the words being applied to common (unconsecrated) 
things in one place, it is natural that they should denote the same in all 
places. Even when we havea number of words expressive of super-physical 
things, (like consecration, for instance), it is not possible for us to attribute | 
to such words significations assumed entirely upon the basis of the Veda, 
without paying any heed to the signification of the ordinary words that 
precede and follow the aforesaid words (denoting super-physical things) ; for 
in reality the only justification for the assuming of a super-physical significa- 
tion for those words lies in the fact that, in the absence of such assumption, 
the ordinary words (with well-known. meanings) occurring in the same 
sentence—either before or after the words whose meanings are to be assumed. 
_-—would become meaningless ;—and it is not possible to assume what is 
not known; as @ matter of fact, the ordinary words that precede and follow 
(the words in question) would thus have their use in their being applied to 
unconsecrated things..-Hence the conclusion is that all such words are 
expressive of common (unconsecrated) things. 
. The purpose served by this discussion is that when we have the direc- | 
_ tion that ‘the pit of the sacrificial post is to be covered over with grass’,— 
it would have to be covered with consecrated grass if the Parvapaksa view 


oo. were correct, but with common (unconsecrated) grass, if the Siddhanta is the 


correct view. 


ADHIKARANA (8): Words like * Proksani’ are to be taken 
in their etymological signification. 


SUTRA (LD. 


INASMUCH AS, IN THE CASE OF SUCH WORDS AS ‘ PROKSANT’. 
THE ETYMOLOGICAL SIGNIFICATION IS APPLICABLE [THE 
WORD IS TO BE TAKEN AS USED IN ITS 
ETYMOLOGICAL SENSE]. 


Bhasya. 


[The foregoing Adhikarana has dealt with the question of certain words being 
expressive of common things or of consecrated things, and it was found that they 
were expressive of common things,—and:in both cases the words were used in the 
ordinary conventional, not the etymological, sense. The present Adhikarana pro- 
ceeds to deal with words that are found to bo taken in their etymological sense.] 


We meet with the text ‘ Proksanirdsddaya’ (Taittiriya Bra. 3. 2. 9. 14). 
In regard to the term ‘ prokaani’ there arises the question—Does it denote 


consecrated. water or common water? Or is it to be taken in its eevee 
- senso (of ‘sprinkling fluid’)? 


On this question, the Pérvapaksa is as follows—‘ It bane understood 


that a word can be regarded as expressive of the consecrated thing only if it 


is found that it is always applied to the consecrated thing,—inasmuch as in 
the ease of the word ‘ proksani’, it is found that it is used in the sense of the 
unconsecrated thing, it is taken as denoting the common thing; specially as 


in some places we find people making use of such expressions as ‘we are 
very much disturbed by the Proksani (water-splashing)’, where the term is 


used in the sense of the unconsecrated (common) water. From all this it 
follows that the word denotes the common water. [This conclusion is in 
accordance with the principle of the foregoing to Adhikarana.]”’ : 

In answer to this Pdérvapaksa, we have the following Siddhanta :— 
The word is to be taken in its etymological sense ;—why ?—Because the 
etymological signification is applicable; that is to say, from actual usage we 
deduce the fact that the prefix (Pra), the verbal root (‘uksa’ to sprinkle) 
and the afix (active ‘lyut’), that go to constitute the term ‘ proksani’, is 
expressive of the common thing (sprinkling fluid in general) ;—but if the word— 


consisting as it does of the particular Prefix, Root, and Affix,—is applied 
to water, on account of its connection with the act of sprinkling,—then the.. 
universally recognised meaning of the word. becomes accepted (and this - 


entirely on the basis. of the etymology of the word). Inasmuch. as we find 
other spr inkling substances also spoken of as ‘ proksana’ On. the. ground of 


their connection. with the act of aprinkling,—it may. be: concluded. that: to. . 
-< water also: the term is applied on the same ground of its connection with the 


act of sprinkling ; so that there is no occasion for assuming any conven- 
as tional meaning for the word as a whole (independently of its etymology): 
and the ednolusion 3 is that the. word i is to be taken i in its: etymological s sense. 
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‘The purpose served by the Adhikarana is that the term ‘proksana’ 
becomes applicable to clarified butter also; (a) If the term ‘proksani’ were 
expressive of the consecrated substance, then the form of the direction would 
be, in every case, ‘ Proksanirdsddaya’ ;—(b) if it were expressive of the 

‘common water only, then (in the case of clarified butter being used) the form 
of the direction would have to be ‘ghriam dsidaya’ (the denotation of 
‘ proksani’ being restricted to water) ;—(c) lastly, if the term is to be taken 
in its etymological sense, then the form of the direction would be ‘ pro- 
ksanam dsidaya’. [In the case of clarified butter being used, as ‘ ghriam’ 
being a word of the neuter gender, the gender of ‘proksana’ would have 
to be neuter; in the case of water, the same term would take the form 
proksanih’ in keeping with the feminine gender of ‘d@pah’, water]. 


ADHIKARAŅA (9): The word ‘nirmanthya’ is to be taken | 


-èn tts etymological sense. 
l SUTRA (12). 
[SrppHANTA]—So ALSO IN THE CASE OF THE TERM ‘NIRMANTHYA’ 


Bhasya. 


We have the text ‘Nirmanthyéna istakdh pachanti’ (‘they bake the 


bricks in Nirmanthya (Fire)]’—[and in regard to the term ‘ nirmanthya’ there 

_ arises the question—Is it to be taken as expressive of the consecrated Fire? 

or is to be taken in its etymological sense (of fire produced by friction) 2}. 
The Péirvapaksa on this question is that “in the text quoted, it is clear 


that the term ‘nirmanthya’ has been used in the sense of the consecrated _ 
` fire; hence the conclusion is that the term ‘ nirmanthya’ is papreno t ofthe ` 


consecrated Fire only”. 


_ In answer to this we have the following Siddh@nia:—As a matter of- 
fact, we find the term used in the sense of unconsecrated fire also, in such — 


expressions as ‘Bring nirmanthya, we shall cook rice’ (where the word 


must stand for the ordinary Fire). From this it becomes established that | 


like the term “ proksani’, the term ‘nirmanthya’ is to be taken in its eby: 
_mological sense. 

The purpose served by the Adhikarana is that—(a) if the word denoted 
consecrated fire, then the Bricks would have to be baked in. consecrated 
fire only ;—(b) if it denoted Fire in general, then they could be baked in 
fire kindled in any way available; (c) if it is to be taken in its etymological 


sense, then the bricks have to be baked in fire recently kindled by friction; 
just as when one is-:spoken of as ‘eating with navaniia (Butter),’ the sense : 


is that the Butter meant is one that has been Freshly prepared. eich fresh 
nita, prepared). 


ADHIKARANA (10); Words like «Vaishvadéva.’ are 
-= Names. — 
SUTRA (13). 


| PÜRVAPAKŞA]—“ In THE CASE OF THE TERM ‘ Vaishvadéva’ THERE IS 
OPTION ’’,—IF THIS IS URGED [THEN THE ANSWER IS AS IN 
THE NEXT SUrra|. 


- Bhasya. 


[The case of the term ‘ vaishvadiva’ differs from that of all others that have 
been dealt with :—For instance, (a) if it is taken as laying down the deity, we find 
that sense following directly from the word, without recourse to any indirect in- 
dication, as was found necessary in the case of the term ‘udbhidi ;—(b) it does not 
enjoin any accessories and hence causes no syntactical split,—as the word ‘chitra”’ 
does ;—~(c) there is no ambiguity in the meaning of the term as pointing to the 


Deity,--as was found in the case of the word ‘agnihotra’;—(d) the term ‘vaish- 


vadéva’*® does not point to any particular sacrifice, like the term ‘ shyéna’; (e) there 
being no mention of any result in this case, there could be no difficulty in regard to 
the construing of the verb ‘ yajéta’, as we found in the case of the ‘ Vajapéya’). 


In connection with the first part of the Chdturmdsya sacrifice, we have 
the text ‘ Vaishvadévéna yajéta” (Maitra. Sarn. 1. 10.8; Taitti. Bra. 1. 4. 10. L; 
Bhata. Bra. 5. 2. 4. 1); and in regard to the term ‘vaishvadéva’, there 


arises the question—Does it enjoin an accessory? or is it the Name of an 
action ? 


"On this question we have the following Parvapaksa—‘‘ If that is aye 


question, then no such question can arise, because in the case of the term 
‘vaishvédeva’ there is option; that is, the term ‘vatshvadéva’. is 
injunctive of an accessory, because we actually find in it the injunction of 
the accessory—in the shape of the Vishvédévas as the deity of the Agnéya 


and other sacrifices ; and as, for these sacrifices there are other deities in the — 


shape of Agni and the rest (already indicated by other sources), these latter, 
Agni and the rest, are regarded as optional alternatives to the Vishvedévas 
(i.e. it is open to the performer to make the offerings to Agni and the rest or 
to the Vishvédévas); as it is only thus that the well-recognised meaning of 
the term would be ‘followed, [so that the conclusion is that the term 
‘vaighvadéva’ is injunctive of an accessory].” oT 


SUTRA (14). 
[SwpHiwra|—Nor $05 BECAUSE OF THE CONTEXT [BEING THE SOLE 
AUTHORITY FOR REGARDING THE WORD AS POINTING OUT THE 
| Derry ],—WwHILe THERE IS A DIRECT INJUNCTION. [OF 
‘ANOTHER DEITY]; AND CERTAINLY THE CONTEXT 
“CANNOT SET ASIDE THE THING [LAID DOWN 

. BY “DIRECT | nsunorton]. 
- -Bhasya. o 
What the Parvapatea haa deolnved i is not possible; ee the sacrifices in’ 


a ley question, Agni sane others have been enjoined as Deities by direct Vedic In- 
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junction; while the indication of the Vishvédivas could be got at only by 


Syniactical Connection, and through that, by Context. (The Tantravartika, 


Trans., pp. 425-426, explains this passage as follows :—The process of connect- 
ing the Vishvédéoas. with any particular sacrificial material would be a 
highly complicated one: we shall have to assume a word signifying the con- 
nection of the deity. Vishvedévas with a certain material that will have to be 
taken as indirectly indicated by the verb ‘ yajéia’; all that we can say is 
(a) that the co-ordination of the term ‘ vaishvadévéna’ with the term ‘ yagéna’ 
(as implied in the word ‘yajéta’) points to the syntactical connection— 
‘By means of the sacrifice which is vaishvadéva,—i.e. has Vishvédéva for its 
deity, etc., etc.’,—and. (b) that as there can be no sacrifice without a 
material, the only material that could be connected with the Vishvédévas 


would be just that which is indicated by the requirements of the sacrifice. . 
But the said syntactical connection indicates only the relationship of the 


sacrifice with the Deity; so that.the relationship of the material with the 
Deity (Vishvédéen) could be assumed only by means of the exigencies of the 
Context, and such an assumption could be only in this form—— when offering 
the Agniya sacrifice, one should offer it as a sacrifice of which the Vishveé- 
dévas are the deity’.|—Thus then Vishvédévas as the deity being pointed out 
by a means which is not. equal in authority (to the Direct Injunction 
_ pointing out Agni and other deities), the former cannot be accepted as an 

optional alternative to these latter; and this for the simple reason that the 
Context can never aside the thing (ie. the Deity) that is directly en- 


joined.—Hence it follows that the term ‘vaishuadéva’ is the name of a 
sacrifice. . 


SUTRA. (15). 
THERE CAN BE NO MUTUAL RELATIONSHIP. 
Bhasya. 


The Opponent might urge the following :—* The term ‘ vaishvadéva’ 


directly indicates the group of sacrifices of which Agni and others are acces: _ 


sories (i.e. Deities),—on the ground that the material used at these latter is 
the vaishvadévi dmiksa (the Amiks& dedicated to the Vishvédévas).” 

co Butif the term ‘ eaishvadéva’ indicates the group of sacrifices, then it can- 
not enjoin the Vishvédévas as the deity ;—for how could the word ‘ vaishua- 
déva’ pronounced once only indicate the group of sacrifices and also enjoin 
the Vishvédévas as the deity?) Consequently, it is not possible to connect 
the term ‘ vaishvadéra’ with the Vishvédévas. Hence the term must Re taken. 
as a Name, and not as fajunetive of an VECESSOLY. 


| SUTRA (16). 


BECAUSE ACCESSORIES ARE, SUBSERVIENT TO OTHE RS (an. OF 
SEC ‘ONDARY. IMPORTANCE BE). 


Further, accessories are only. subservient to other hinge: hence they. 


cannot iarify the vopetition of the: principal factor (Act. of offering); 
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hence (according to the Pirvapaksa view, by which the term ‘ vaishuadéva’ 
lays down the common deity for the offering of all materials), the right course 
to adopt would be to make a single offering (consisting all the various mate- 
- rials Gmikga, viijina and so forth), and we should not repeat the act of offer- 
ing in accordance with the number of materials ;—-there would be no incon- 
gruity in this joint offering as the deity for all is one and the same (ie. 
Vishvédéva). The result of this would be that all the thirty libations 
(that have been laid down as to be offered) would be offered (as included) in 
the single Principal Libation, and thus there would be no completion of the 
number ‘ thirty’ in regard to the offerings into the Ahavaniya Fire. [This 
being the inevitable result of taking the term ‘ vaishvadéva’ as injunctive of 
an accessory] it becomes established that the term is the Name of a sacrifice. 


1 


ADHIKARANA (1 1): In connection with the Vaishva- 
nara, the mention of the number ‘eight’ is only 
an Arthavada. 


SUTRA (17). 
[PŪRVAPAKŞA]—“ IT Is ONLY WORDS EXPRESSIVE OF WHAT IS AÑ- 
READY KNOWN THAT CANNOT BE TAKEN AS INJUNCTIONS ; 
IN THE TEXT IN QUESTION THE CAPACITY TO BE 
TAKEN AS AN INJUNCTION IS THERE”. 


Bhasya. 


[Hitherto we have been considering the question as to certain words being 
names of sacrifices or injunctive ot accessories. We are now going to consider the 
question as to whether or not certain words are injunctive of accessories, without 

„considering whether or not they are names of sacrifices.] 


We meet with the text ‘ Vaishvinaram dvādashakapālam nirvapēt putré 


até’ [* On the birth of a son one should offer the Vaishvinara cake baked on 
twelve pans’] (Taitti Samhitd 2. 2. 5.3; also Vajasa. Sar. 29. 60) ;—in 
connection with this same offering we find laid down several alternatives re- 
garding the number of Pans to be used—‘ Yadastakapalo bhavati giyatryaivai- 


nam brahmavarchaséna punati’ [If the Cake is baked on eight pans, Gayatri. 


herself sanctifies him with Brahmic glory’]| and so forth.—In regard to these 
latter, there arises the question—Is the mention of ‘eight’ and other 
numbers injunctive of accessories, or only Arthavida (commendatory declara- 
tion) ? i 
On this question we have the following Pūrvaąapaksa:=-“ All these are 
injunctive of accessories ;—why ?—because only those words that are expres- 
sive of what is already known—i.e. which speak of things already known— 
cannot be taken as injunctions; but the sentence in question has this capacity 
that it speaks of things not already enjoined ;—what is that capacity ?—it is 
the capacity of enjoining things ; ie. it will he able to enjoin something not 
already enjoined ; -otherwise all such texts would be merely. Arihavada, 
declamatory, and‘as such, serving no. useful purpose. 
‘eight’ be taken as already included in the number ‘ twelve’ (mentioned in 
the first sentence) [and hence not needed to be. enjoined. again]; because the 


commendation. of the ‘ eight pans’ is found i in a clear direct assertion of the ; ; 
Veda (‘yadastikapdlo bhavati, ete.’ ‘Ye while. the commendation of the “twelve ; 


pans’ can:be only indirect ; and the indirect can be accepted only in the 


absence of the direct, —From all this it lows that the number's are mjane 
: tive of accessories. a 


Nor can the number l 
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SUTRA (18). 


[SrppHinra|—Ir THE WORDS ENJOINED ACCESSORIES, THESE ACCES- 
SORIES. NOT BELONGING TO THE SACRIFICE, WOULD BE _ 
USELESS IN ITS ACTUAL PERFORMANCE ; AS THEY 
COULD NOT SERVE ANY USEFUL PURPOSE 
WITH REGARD TO TT. 


Bhasya. 


It is not. right that the words in question should be taken as injunctive 
of accessories. If they were injunctive of accessories, all they could do would 
be to lay down a particular number in regard to the pans on which the cakes 
would be baked; and they could not enjoin anything in regard to the actual 
performance of the sacrifice. ‘The connection of the number ‘twelve’ with 
the sacrifice is indicated by the syntactical: connection (of the sentence 
‘Paishvdnaram dvdidashakapdlam, etc.’), while that of the other numbers, 
‘eight’ and the rest could, at best, be indicated only by Context; conse- 
quently these latter could not enter into the sacrificial performance at all. 
- Further, these other numbers, ‘eight’ and the rest, having become connected — 
with the Cakes, by direct syntactical connection, would naturally set aside the 
E indication of the Context, and the indication of the Context being set aside, 
the said numbers could not become connected with the Vaishvdinara sacrifice © 
(for connection wherewith, the said Context would be the sole authority, and 
that has been set aside);—and not being connected with the sacrifice, they 
would be useless; as no results could follow from their connection with the 
‘Cakes only.—On the other hand, if the words are taken as Arthavdda, it is 
possible for them to be taken as commendatory of the Vaishvanara ‘sacrifice. 

Hence they should be taken as Arthavdda. 


SUTRA (19). 


Objection : “ IT JS NOT POSSIBLE FOR THE NUMBERS ‘EIGHT’ AND 
` THE REST TO BE SUPPLEMENTARY TO THE INJUNCTION 
(Or. THE VAISHVANARA) X 


ohana. 
This objection has been urged be the Paroapakein wid has to ba refuted; 


7 This sūira ends with the mere statement of the objection. [‘ The Injunction 
lays: down baking on twelve pans; while the words in question speak of eight 


pans only. “How then can the latter be supplementary tothe former? And - = 


if it cannot. be so supplementary, then it cannot be an Arthavada . com- 
mending what has been latd: down in a the e Injunction. | 
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SUTRA (20). 


[ANswER]—INASMUCH AS [THE SMALLER NUMBER] IS NOT 
EXCLUDED [FROM THE GREATER NUMBER], IT IS QUITE 
POSSIBLE FOR THE WORDS IN QUESTION TO SERVE 
THE PURPOSE OF COMMENDING WHAT HAS BEEN 
ENJOINED. 


Bhasya. 


When it is clearly understood that. any commending of the 
‘eight pans’, ete., is useless (for the simple reason that these numbers, 
‘eight’ and the rest, have not been enjoined, and it is only the commenda- 


tion of what has been enjoined that can serve the useful purpose of prompt- 


ing men to the enjoined act), then the words in question must. be taken as 
indirectly eulogising ‘ the cake baked on twelve pans’, and thereby serving to 


-commend the Vaishvdnara sacrifice (at which the cake baked on twelve pans 


is used); and this indirect eulogising would be done through the fact that the 
numbers ‘eight’ and the rest are included in, ‘ not excluded from’, the number 
‘twelve’; and hence the eulogy of the part (eight) could very well serve a8 
the eulogy.of the whole (twelve) ;—just as in praising the wheel, we praise its 

parts-—‘ How beautiful are its felly and nave!’—or as in praising the army 
"we praise its parts—‘ How beautiful are the elephants, horses, chariots and 


ae infantry in this army !’—Thus it is quite possible for the words in question. ; 


-to be taken as commendatory declarations. 


SUTRA (21). 


[OBsECTION|—‘‘ It MIGHT BE THE INSTIGATING MOTIVE’’,—IF THIS IS 
URGED, [THEN THE ANSWER IS AS GIVEN IN THE FOLLOWING 
SUTRA, j 


Bhtsya. 


You (Péirvapaksin) may. argue as follows— The texts in question are — 


regarded (by the Siddhantin) to be Arthavdda: (commendatory of the 
Vaishvadnara); but why cannot the Brahmic glory and other desirable things 
(mentioned in the text in question) serve as the prompting motive for 
adopting the other numbers ‘eight’ and the rest? The meaning would be 
that if the sacrificer desires Brahmic glory, he should bake the cake on eight 


pans, and so on; the same may be. said in regard to the other: desirable 


results that.are mentioned in connection with the other numbers ; T Vigour” 
resulting from nine, Food’ resulting from. ten, efficient sense: -organs result- 


-ing from eleven, ‘ cattle’ resulting from twelve].—What would be the advan- 


tage of taking the texts in this manner ?—The advantage would be that the 
enjoining of the accessory (number) of the cake would not be useless (as has 
been: urged by the Siddhantin, ‘under: Sūtra 18 above), and also there would 
be no need to assume the texts to be indirect commendations of the ‘cake 


“baked on. twelve pans’. Hence. the texts should be taken as enjoining things- 
; the fulfilment of certain. desirablo: 


(the different e as the -purpose 
“results.” ge 
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SUTRA (22). 

[ANSWER]—THEY CANNOT BE TAKEN AS INSTIGATING MOTIVES ; 
AS IN THAT CASE, THEY WOULD BE USELESS ;—MOTIVES 
APPERTAIN TO THE PERFORMER; WHILE WHAT IS 
STATED IN THE TEXTS IS ONLY WITH A VIEW 
TO EULOGISING THE SACRIFICE. 


Bhasya. 


If the texts in question were taken as enjoining things for the fulfilment 
of certain desirable results, then they should be so many distinct sentences.: 
—as a matter of fact, however, we find that the whole comprises a single 
sentence—beginning with the words (a) ‘on the birth of a son, one should 
offer the Vaishudnara cake baked on twelve pans’, and ending with the 
words—‘if it is baked on twelve pans, the Jagati bestows upon him cattle, 
—if this sacrifice is performed on the birth of a son, that son becomes 


sanctified, glorious, partaker of food, endowed with efficient sense-organs and | 


possessed of cattle’ (Tai. Sam. 2. 2.5.3); ahd between these two passages 
in the beginning and in the end, we have the texts speaking of the ‘cake 
baked on eight pans’ and. so forth;—now if these latter were not syntac- 
tically connected with opening and closing passages (quoted above), they 


would be so'many distinct sentences.—Then again, all motives such as. 


becoming sanctified and the like—would always appertain to the performer ; 


while what is stated in the texts in question here regarding ‘becoming _ 


sanctified’ and the rest is clearly for the purpose of eulogising the 
Vaishvanara sacrifice; and the intervening texts speaking of the numbers 


‘eight’ and the rest become connected with this same eulogy, as supply- 


ing so many reasons for the eulogy ;—the sense of the entire passage being— 
« Because the Gayatri sanctifies him with Brahmic glory, therefore he hecomes 
sanctified ;—because the Trivrt bestows upon him vigour, therefore he becomes 
vigorous ;-—because the Vird7 bestows. upon him food, therefore he becomes 
_partaker. of food ;—because the Tristub bestows upon him efficient sense- 
organs, . therefore he becomes endowed with efficient sense-organs ;—because 
the J agati bestows upon him cattle, therefore he becomes rich in cattle’. 
Thus then, we find that, as the texts cannot be taken as enjoining things 
< for the. accomplishment of certain desirable results,—if they were not taken 
even as Arthavida (commendatory), they would become entirely useless. 


From all this we conclude that ‘Brahmic glory’ and the rest cannot be ` 


talon as motives. instigating the use of the numbers ‘eight’ and the rest. 
These. numbers, ‘eight’ and. the rest, therefore must be taken as purely 


ADHIKARANA (12): The word ‘yajamana’ serves to eulogise 
the grass-bundle. 
SUTRA (23). 
(Binoni k-o). Tete ACCOMPLISHMENT OF PURPOSE. . 
ee 


[In connection with Arthavadas, declamatory declarations, it is to be noted that 
they are helped by figurative descriptions; we now proceed to explain and ex- 
emplify the various factors that serve as the basis of these descriptions. Sifitras 
23-28 enumerate six such bases for Figurative Description.] 


We meet with such texts as ‘ Yajamdanah prastarah’ (* The Sacrificer is the 


grass-bundle’) [Taittiriya Samhiti 2.6. 5), < Yajamana ekakapdlah’ (‘The - 


Sacrificer is the cake baked upon one pan’) (Taiiti, Bra. 1. 6. 3. 4). In 
regard to these there arises the question—Is the statement ‘The sacrificer 
is the grass-bundle’ injunctive of accessories or mere Arthavada? Similarly 
with the other statement—‘ The sacrificer is the cake baked upon one pan.’ 

On this question, the Parvapaksa is as follows :—* The statement is in- 
_ junctive of an accessory.—What would be the effect of this ?—~The effect 
would be that in this manner the statement would enjoin something not 
` already known; otherwise, if it were taken as an Arthavdda, it would serve 


no useful purpose ; and it is more reasonable to have the text serving a useful, 


purpose. Hence it should be taken as an Injunction” 


[In answer to this, the Siddhdnia is as follows|:—It cannot be so; if the 
text were an Injunction, then (as a result of it) the Sacrificer would have to 
he used to serve the purpose that is served by the Grass-bundle, or the Grass- 


bundle would be used to serve the purpose that is served by the Sacrificer, ` 


So that the purpose served by the Grass- bundle being that the Juhi. or. all 


the Sruks are kept upon it,—this Juhi and Sruks would be kept upon the | 


Sacrificer (as a result of the said injunction)! Under the circumstances, the 
Sacrificer. would be unable to perform the duties of the Sacrificer,—such 
duties for instance.as are laid down in such texts as ‘The Sacrificer and the 
~ Brahman: “priest. sit down to the south (right) of the -rite that i is being per- 

formed (i.e. the altar)’. Nor is it possible for the Grass-bundle to carry on the: 
duties of the Sacr ijicer,—Similarly if the Sacrificer were employed. to. serve 


the purpose that the ‘cake baked on one: cake’ is meant to serve,—then, he l 


-would have to be entirely offered as an oblation (as this is what is meant to 
be done. ‘by the said cake) ;-and when the Sacrificer will have been offered. 
into the fire, all the. rest of the. Ritual would disappear. —Nor again i is the: 
~. cake baked on one pan capable of performing the duties of the Sacrificer.— 
: For these reasons, the: texts in questi on cannot be taken as. Injunctions. 


Then again, there is another injunctic " in ‘regard. to the Grass- bundle—. 
< £ He Reape she 1 Stage bunille iipon the Bar ig ae Frea also i in regard to- 
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the Cake hae on one Pan— ‘He makes one entire oblation of the cake | 
baked on one pan’.—For this reason also, the texts cannot be injunctions. 

If the texts are taken as Arthavdda, the meaning is that ‘ the Sacrificer is 
to be known as the Grass-bundle,—and_ also as the Cake baked on one pan’. 

“ But what sort of co-ordination can be recognised between the Sacrificer 
and the Grass-bundle or the Cake? Neither the Grass-bundle nor the Cake 
can be the Saerificer; nor can the Sacrificer be the cake baked on one pan 
or the First Bundle of grass——How then can a word expressive of one thing 
be applied to what is expressed by another word? And for what purpose 
should there be a description of what is already known ? 

The reply to the above is as follows :—It is for the purpose of eulogising, 
if that which is already known is mentioned. The implication of the text ‘ the 
sacrificer is the grass-bundle’ is that ‘the grass-bundle is to he kept upon 
Barhis grass, because it is the Sacrificer (who is the most important 
_ person)’ ;—similarly the meaning of the text ‘ the sacrificer is the cake baked 
on one pan and should be offered as a single oblation’ is that ‘Heaven 
is the Sacrificial Fire, and the Sacrificer is installed in Heaven in the same 
manner as the Cake is placed on the fire.’ 

“But how can a word expressive of one aie be applied to a thing ex- 
pressed by another word ? ” 

It is by way of indirect or figurative description; i.e. such a desemp- 
tion is based upon certain qualities. 
But how can a word’ not expressive of a quality (such as ‘sacrificer,’, - 
-*grass-bundle’, ‘ fire’) denote a quality ?” , 
It would do so by denoting its own meaning. All the words that are- 
used in their secondary or figurative sense do not denote that sense after 
having entirely abandoned their own meaning; as in that case there would 
be an abandoning of what is well-known and an assuming of what is not 
‘known at all. Further, all such words aré not expressive of a number of 
qualities ; because we meet with figurative description even with regard to — 
things wanting in some of the qualities. For instance, the lioness’ cub, 
struck by disease, and hence not courageous in his behaviour, (and thus 
‘devoid of many leonine qualities), is still called a ‘lion’. The word that 
denotes. a group of things is not used to denote a part of that group; 
if it did so; then this would be against the law that ‘the word Lion is 
expressive of that well-recognised factor which is common to all individual 
‘lions.’ < Nor could the term ‘lion’ be applied, by an assumption, to what is 
not a lion; because any such assumption would be impossible. 
Question: if Tf figurative description were based upon the actual mean- 
ing ‘of the words, how Ronia there be any: restriction as to the extent, of 
"kaoh description Te i 
Answer :— The restriction. would te: due to the actual’ ‘presence of (at 
Be ise st part of) that meaning. For instance, when the term ‘lion’ is 


s ee applied to something else (a man for’ ‘instance), what is understood is that 
he is a- man of courageous action, and this is due to the recognition of the” 


o fact that courageous: action is the quality of the lion (which is denoted by 
the word ‘lion’ je “Hence it. is that when a man thinks of speaking of a` 
man. of courageous action, his: intention i is s fulfilled if he uses: the term- ‘lion’ 
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for that purpose; and what happens is that the animal lion, which is denot- 
ed by the word ‘lion’, on being cognised, brings about the notion of ‘ courage- 
ous action’ which is associated with that animal; and in this manner, by 
denoting its own meaning, the word (‘lion’) brings about the notion of the 
presence of the qualities associated with that meaning. 

‘© Now, in the case of the Sacrificer being spoken as the ‘ grass-bundle’,— 
or of the Sacrificer being spoken of as ‘the cake baked on one pan’,—what 
sort of quality is recognised as present ?’” . 

The quality recognised is that. of ‘accomplishment of purpose’ (Sitra). 
Every one accomplishes his own work,—if some one else does that man’s 
work, he is remembered whenever the other is spoken of; for instance, in the 
case of the King and the Keeper of the Muster-Roll, the latter does the King’s 
work, and henge whenever the King is spoken of, the said Keeper comes to the 
mind as associated with him. ‘In the same manner, in the case in question, 
the Grass-bundle and the Cake baked on one Pan accomplish the Sacrificer’s 
purposes, and hence when the Sacrificer is spoken of, they also come to the: 
mind; and thus it is that they also come to be denoted by the term 
‘ sacrificer’—But why ?—Because by ‘being so denoted they become eu- 
logised,—and that in reference to the placing on top (in the case of the Grass- 
bundle) and being offered as an entire oblation (in the case of the Cake). 

From all this we conclude that words and texts like those under consi- 
deration are Arthavddas, not Injunctions. 


| ADHIKARANA (13): Words like “agnéya’ serve to eulogise 
the Brahmana and others. 


SUTRA (24). 
(b) BIRTH (OR ORIGIN). 
Bhasya. 


We meet with such texts as ‘The Brahmana is dgnéya’ (Taittiriya 
Bré. 2. 7. 3. 1)— The Ksattriya is aindra’ (Taitti. Sarn. 2. 4. 13)— 
“the Vaishya is vaishvadéva (Tai. Bra. 2. 7. 2. 2).—In regard to these, the 
question is—Are these statements injunctive. of accessories or arthavddas ? 
The Pūrvapaksa is that “ they are injunctive of accessories; as itis only 
thus that they would enjoin something not already known; otherwise, being 
mere Arthavdda, they would be useless.”’ 
The Siddhdnia is as follows:—They are not injunctions, because the 
requisite injunctions are found elsewhere. Therefore they must be arthavdda ; 
. and the statement is for the purpose of eulogising what has been enjoined 
_ by another text, 


Question: —* But in what manner would the words ‘dqnéya’> and the 
rest be applied to (the Brahmana and the rest) who are not really agneya, 


ete?” 


_ Answer:=—They would be applicable by way of figurative deseription:— | 
“What is the basis of this figurative description ?’’—The relationship to. 


Fire —‘* How so?” The relationship between the Agnéya and the Brahmana 
is that both have the same origin —“In what way have they the same 
origin ?’’—This is made clear in the following passage—‘ Prajapati desired to 
“eroate progeny,—from out of his mouth, he created the Trvri; after that, the 
deity Agni, the Gayatri metre, the Rathantara-Saman, the Brahmana among 
men, the Goat among animals; thus it is that these are called mukhya 
(Principal, literally, ‘of the mouth’), as they were created out of the 
K mouth ;~-out of His chest and arms He created the Pañchadasha ; after that 
the deity Indra, the Tristup metre, the Brhat Saman, the Ksattriya among 
men, the Sheep among animals; thus it is that these are powerful, because 
they came about of Power ;—out of His thighs and the waist He created the 
_ Saptadasha, and after that. the deity Vishvédéva, the Jagati metre, the 
Vairipa ‘Saman, the Vaishya among men, the: Cows among animals’ 

| Paittiriya Samhita 7, 1. 1. 4-5).—In view of this statement, (of the origin of 


things), if any one out of any. of the three groups of things happen to be 


eee of, another one of the same group also comes to the mind, 
For these reasons, the texts i in question must be taken as Arthavada. 


ADHIKARANA (14): Words like “ yūpa’ serve the purpose 
of eulogising the Sacrificer. 


SUTRA (25). 
(c) THROUGH SIMILARITY OF SHAPE. 
Bhäsya. 


We meet with such texts as ‘ The sacrificer is the sacrificial post’, Aditya 


is the sacrificial post’ (Tatttiriya Braéhmana 2. l. 5. 2). The question is—Is _ 


this injunctive of accessories or an Arthavdda ? 


The Pirvapaksa is that ‘“ i is injunctive of accessories, as it is only thus a 


that it serves a useful purpose.” 


The Siddhanta is as follows—It cannot be an injunction, (a) because the. a 


Sacrideer cannot do the work of the Post, nor can the Post do the work of 


the Sacrificer ; and (b) because we have other Injunctions.—Hence the text 


must be taken as an arthavdda serving the purpose of eulogising what has 
been enjoined. The co-ordination (between the Sacrificer and the Post) is 
got at through figurative description—‘‘ What is the quality on the basis of 


which you have this figurative description ?’’"—It is the similarity of shape 


(Sitra)—* what is the similarity of shape? ”’—Taliness and Brightness. 
From all this it follows that texts like those under consideration are 
Arthavadas. 


mE 


ÅDHIKARANA (15): Words like ‘A pashu’ (Not-animal) 
serve the purpose of eulogising the Cow and other 
animals. 


SUTRA (26). 
(d) PRAISE. 
Bhitsya. 


We meet with such texts as (a) ‘ Animals other than cows and horses 


are not-animals’ (Taitti. Sar. 5. 2. 9. 4),—(b) ‘A sacrifice without Säman 


is not-sacrifice’ (Taitti. Sarn. 1. 5. 7. 1),—(c) ‘That which is without. the 
Chhandoma is not-Sattra’—(Taittiriya Samhita 7. 3. 8. 1)—In connection 


with these, the question arising as to whether these texts are injunctive of | 


- accessories or Arthavadas,—the Pirvapaksa is that “ they are ee 


as itis only thus that they can serve a useful purpose” 


; The Siddhanta is as follows :—If these were A then (a) cay 
cows and horses would be animals, (b) that alone would be a sacrifice in 


: ~ which sémans are used, (c) and that alone would be Sattra which contained 


the Chhandoma;—and the mention (or injunction or creation) of other 
(a) animals, (b) sacrifices and (c) Satiras would be entirely useless ;—nor 
would there be any possibility of there being another Injunction (as there 
is).—For this reason, the text must be taken as an Arthavdda serving the 
‘purpose of eulogising; that is, (a) it cries down all other animals (by calling 


them ‘not-animals’) for eulogising the cow and the horse; (b) the Sdma-less ` 7 


Sacrifices are cried. down, for the purpose of eulogising those with Sdman; 

n(c) the Sattras: without the Chhandoma are cried down, for the purpose of 
eulogising those with the Chhandoma,—just as we have in the case of such 
assertions as ‘eating without clarified butter is not- -cating’, ‘dirty clothes 
are no- Peles 


_ ADHIKARANA (16): Figurative Description based upon 
large numbers. | 


SUTRA (27). 


* 


(e) LARGE NUMBERS. 


Bhasya. 


We find the text ‘ Srstirupadadhdii’ (‘Places the Srefi bricks) [Taittiriya. 


Samhita 5. 3. 4).. In regard to this there being a doubt as to its being in- 
junetive of accessories or an Arthavdda,—the Pérvapaksa is that “it is 


injunctive of accessories, as it is only thus that it will enjoin something not 
already known” 


In answer to this we have the following Siddhania :—If the text were an 
Injunction, then the meaning would be that ‘one should place the bricks 
having the Sreti-mantras’; but there is no peculiarity mentioned with 
regard to the Bricks, as to which are, and which are not, with the Srsti- 


mantras; sò that the Srsti-mantras (i.e. Mantras containing the term 
‘ srsti’) would have to be recited in connection with all the bricks; and © 
- under the circumstances, the reciting of those mantras which have no con- 


nection with the rite of Brick-placing would be entirely useless.—For these 


- reasons we conclude that the text is to be taken as Descriptive of, or Reference 


to, only those of the Mantra-texts which have been enjoined as tobe recited 
in connection with the. Placing of Bricks; and the mention of the term 
‘ srsti’ serves the purpose of eulogising the act of erection (sarjana). 


Further, if the text were an Injunction, recourse to indirect indication 


would be inevitable; andthis indirect indication would be of those mantras 


_ devoid of the term ‘srsti’ which are found in the hymn ‘ Ekayā stuvaté, ete.’ 
o  (Paittiriya Samhita 4.3. 10).—[What is meant is that, though the maniras in 
question are spoken of as one collective whole, as in the sentence ‘ekayd: 


stuvaté’,—yet the distinguishing term “srsti” is found only among a few of 
them, Jach as the Anwvihyd, ete., and hence if the name ‘ Srsft’ were applied 
to all the mantras, it would be abandoning its. direct signification and 


: accepting an indirect. one, which is not permissible in an Injunction; and: l 
while indirectly indicating the mantras not containing the term ‘srsti’, it 


would also denote those that do contain it; and this. would be a very com- 


plicated process. If, on the other hand, it is taken as a mere descriptive. 
eulogy of the Brick-placing, a recourse to indirect indication or figurative 


: expression | would not be considered apropar. lantara- Trans PP: 
455-456]. EEEE) 


Ob; jection :— 
taken as & descriptive reference and recourse is had to indirect indication” 


: Answer +~—-Recourse to indirect. indication would not be improper in ihe A 
case of the text: boing taken as a  desckiptive: rs reference. - 


—* There may be. ‘the same incongroity: ‘whe: the et E 
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Question :—“ But how can ED name ‘ Sreti? be applied to mantras not 
containing the term ‘srsti’? ?” 


Answer :—It would be applied by reason of the fact of ‘a bigs sander of 


_ the maniras concerned containing that term ;—as a matter of fact, among the — 


mantras, there are many that contain that distinguishing term. and only a 
very few that do not contain it. 


B 
F 


ADHIKARANA (17): Words like ‘Pranabhrt’ serve the 
purpose of eulogising. 
SŪTRA (28). 
(f) BECAUSE OF THE PRESENCE OF INDICATIVE SIGNS. 
Bhäşya. 


There are such texts as ‘ Präņabhrta upadadhäti’ (Taitti. Sarn. 5. 2. 10 
or 5. 3. 12), ‘ Ajydnirupadadhati’ (Taittiriya Samhita 5.7. 2. 5) [where also 
the terms ‘ prdénabhriah’ stands for the bricks placed with a set of Mantras 
- beginning with the word ‘ pranabhriah’, and the case stands on the same foot- 
ing as the text ‘ srstirupadadhati’ dealt with in the foregoing adhikarana ; 


the only difference being that the mantras actually beginning with the word 


‘pranabhriah’ are fewer than those beginning with “srsti; and yet the word 


| ‘pranabhriah’. gives its name to a larger number of mantras than those to- 
=- which the name ‘ Syst’ is applied]. | 
Here also, if the text. were an injunction, then, when the bricks wick the 

‘ Pranabhyt?-mantras would be placed, those mantras which do not contain . 
the term ‘prénabhrt’ would be rendered useless. Hence the text must be — 


taken as a mere declaration or reference; what happens is that ‘because 


of the presence of indicative signs’, the word expressing one thing is applied | 
to another thing; as when we find in the case of the assertion ‘chhatrino 


gachchhnti.” (‘Persons with umbrellas are going along’), where even though 


a single man of the lot may be carrying an umbrella, the whole lot become. 


indicated by that indicative sign.—Neither the term ‘prdnabhrt’, nor the 
term ‘ srsti’ could betaken as having its indication restricted to those 


mantras that donot contain the indicative words; in fact those mantras also. 
are included which contain the terms ‘ prénabhrt’ and ‘ srgti’; just as in the 
case of the term ‘chhatrinah’ a the term includes the one man with the 


umbrella as also others not cartying the umbrella. | 


ApHIKaRANA (18): Doubts regarding the meaning of 
words and sentences set aside by subsequent 
(supplementary) passages. 


SUTRA (29). 


IN DOUBTFUL CASES, [A DEFINITE CONCLUSION IS ARRIVED AT] 
WITH THE HELP OF SUBSEQUENT PASSAGES. 


Bhasya. 


[In interpreting Injunctions and Declamatory Declarations, sometimes doubts 
will arise as to which Declaration, Arthavada, is to be taken with which Injunction 
and so on, Hence the Author is going to propound a general principle enoording 
to which these doubtful points could be settled.] 


We have the Injunction—‘ Akiah sharkara upadadhati’ (‘One puts in 
wetted pebbles’) [Tazttiriya Brahmana 3. 12. 5. 12],—which is followed by the 
Arthavida ‘Tejo vai ghrtam’ (‘Clarified Butter is glory itself’).—Now there 
arises the question—Are the ‘ pebbles’ to be wetted with any one of the fluid 
- substances, clarified butter, oil and fat? Or are they to be wetted with 

Clarified Butter only ?—* Why should such a doubt arise ?”’—Because the 
passage opens with the statement speaking of mere wetting in general, 
while it ends with the statement speaking of the particular fluid sub- 
` stance, Clarified Butter —Now, it is agreed that the opening sentence and 
. the concluding sentence should be taken together as forming one sentence, 
to get at the meaning of the entire passage; but there arises the question as 
to whether the general statement in the opening sentence is to be qualified 
and restricted in its scope by the concluding particular statement, or the — 
particular statement in the concluding sentence is to be extended in its 
scope by the general statement in the opening sentence. So that the question 


-. remains—-as between the opening and the concluding statements, which 


is to be accepted as the final conclusion ? 
‘The Parvapaksa view on this question is as follows :— 

oy @ Jo. doubtful cases like the one cited, the general statement in the opening 
~ sentence having given rise to the general conception untrammelled by anything 
to the contrary (long before the concluding particular statement comes in), 
-there is nothing to justify its restriction to any particular conception; on 
the other hand, as regards the concluding statement, before it has come 
to the field, the general conception (that the wetting may be done by any 
wetting fluid) has been already brought about by the opening general state- 
ment; so that the particular statement, regarding the particular. wetting 
: substance - being Clarified Butter ‘only, runs counter to the said general - 
conception already in the field. `The only reasonable- course to adopt in this 

-< gage therefore is to take the term ‘clarified butter’ in the concluding — 


~ gentence in a qualified figurative sense, indicating ‘ Clarified Butter’ as also 


all other avotiineg fates inst as in a preceding Adhikarana, the term “ erghi" 
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has been taken to include the Mantras containing the term ‘srsti’ as well as 
those not containing that term,—-so the term ‘Clarified Butter’ here stands 
for Clarified Butter as also for what is not-Clarified-Butter.” 

In answer-to the above Puirvapaksa regarding doubtful cases, we have 
the following Siddhdnta :— j 

It is true that the entire passage opens with the general statement; 
put the general statement always stands in need of specification; [as no 
wetting is possible except with a particular substance], the general statement 
in the opening sentence has to be restricted in its scope at the very outset, 
and this restriction (to one definite substance) is done by the particular state- 
ment in the concluding sentence.—“ Why so ?’’—Because, as a matter of 
fact, there can be no injunction of mere wetting in general; [when there is 
Injunction of wetting, it must be wetting by some one substance]; so that 


the particular statement in the concluding sentence is in no way incom- 


patible with the opening statement.—‘ But how can it be said that the wetting 
in general is not enjoined ?”’—Because so long as the doubt is there, no word 
in the passage can be regarded as having the injunctive force; so that there 
is no injunctive word at all; specially as the words of the text are ‘akidh 
sharkara upadadhati’ (‘one puts in wetted pebbles’), where the verb is in 
the Present Tense. Then again, there is no commendatory. text directly 
eulogising weiting substance in. general; while of the particular wetting subs- 
tance, Clarified Butter, we have the eulogy contained in the direct assertion 


(‘Clarified Butter is glory itself’); so that for the particular substance — 


Clarified Butter, we have the direct commendation, whereas of the substance 


in general, the commendation is. only indirect; and Direct Assertion is” 
always more powerful than Indirect. Indication; so that the injunction . 


deduced from the passage as a whole is that of Clarified Buiter. 
Similarly in the passage—‘ One wears clothes; .......the cloth sacred to 


call the gods is silk’ [where the entire passage is taken as enjoining the — 


wearing of silk clothes]; —and also in the passage 


‘Touching this, one 


should sing; ......all. beings live upon this Audumbari’ [where the- 


whole passage is taken as enjoining the touching of the particular object, 
Audumbari|. 
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ADHIKARANA (19): The Indefinite becomes definite by the 
capacity of things. 


SUTRA (30). 


OR, THE DEDUCING OF THE CONCLUSION MAY BE BASED UPON THE 
CAPACITY OF THINGS,—BECAUSE THAT (CAPACITY OF THINGS) 
FORMS AN INTEGRAL PART (OF WHAT IS ENJOINED IN 
THE VEDA). 


| Bhas, sya. 
iAAosher kind of doubtful cases is dealt with here.] 


We have such texts as— Sruvéna avadyati’ (‘Slices with the 
small Ladle ’),—‘ Svadhitina avadyati’ (‘Slices with the Razor’),—* Hasténa 
-avadyati’ (‘Slices ‘with the hand’).—In regard to these, there arises the 
question—Is every substance—liquid, solid and meat,-——to be sliced with the 
Ladle, the Razor and the Hand? Or the particular instrument for slicing is 
-to be selected in accordance with the. capacity of each (to do the slicing of 
the particular substance concerned) ;—i.e. that of liquids, with the Ladle,— 
that of meat, with the Razor,—and that of solids, with the Hand ? 
O The Pirvapaksa.is that “as the texts lay down no restriction, there 
need be no restriction at all (as to which instrument is to be used for slicing 
in any particular case). 
In answer to this Parvapaksa, we have the following Siddhanta:—The 
deducing of the conclusion may be based wpon the capacity of things ;—that is, 


| the assumption of a definite conclusion is to be based upon the capacity of- 
s the things concerned. So that, the slicing could be done with the Ladle, 
ae, only to that substance of which it could be done with the Ladle; :—similarly 


by any instrument, the slicing could be. done of that substance only which 
would be capable of being sliced with that particular instrument. Because 
itis a general rule that when a verb denotes an action, the potency or capa- 
city (of things) is always helpful (in determining the exact form of the action 
denoted), Thus then, in the case in question, there would be restriction 
in accordance with the capacity of the things concerned, 

Similarly in the case of the text—‘Afjalind saktin praddvyé juhotis 
(cf. Taittiriya Samhita 3. 3.8. 4),—the term ‘ afijali’ stands for ‘joined palms’ 


(in general, without restricting it to any particular way of joining the two ' 


palms); but it is taken to be restricted by the ‘ capacity of things’ to that 
- way of joining the palms which brings about the shape of a flower-bud (a 
< hollowed cup); because it is only with the palms joined in this form that 
the Homa could be offered :—just as when one makes the statement ‘ Katé 


- a bhunkté—Kamsyapatry yam bhunkté’, the exact meaning determined by the 


} - fcapacity of things’ is that ‘He sits on the mat—places the food in the 
bell: Hore dish, and eats it’. : 


: End of Pada I V of Adhyaya Es 
End of Adhyayu I. 


ADHYAYA II. | 
Differentiation among Actions. 
PADA I. - (Introductory). 


ADEE EN o: Bhāvārihādhikarana. 


[The Act as leading to the Apūrva is expressed by one word ; and this word 
is the Verb.] 


SUTRA (1). 


THOSE ‘WORDS DENOTING ACTION’ (ie. VERBS) WHICH 
DENOTE BHĀVANĀ (AcTIVITY),—FROM THESE PROCEEDS - 
THE COGNITION OF THE ACCOMPLISHMENT [OF THE 
RESULTANT Apurva]; AS IT IS THIS FACT 
THAT IS ENJOINED. 


Bhasya. 


[The first Adhya@ya has described the means of knowing Dharma.--The second 
Adhyaya deals with the question as to what are the various acts that are called 
‘Dharma’; but before this is dealt with, it is necessary to ascertain the means} 
of finding out whether and how one act is different from another. According to. 
Kumarila the main subject-matter of the second Adhyaya is the Differentiation 

among Actions, and the other matters dealt with are subsidiary to this.—According 
to Prabhakara, the subject-matter of the Adhyaya is the difference among the teats 

‘injunctive of the Acts.—Among the factors that go to differentiate one act from 
another, the most important is the result following from the Acts,—in the case | 
of acts included under the category of ‘Dharma’, this result being the Apūrva, 
or Transcendental Potency.—Consequently it becomes necessary first of all to 

‘determine (1) what is this aptirva—and (2) what is the word that denotes it.] 


- Inthe first Discourse a full account has been given of the M cans of knowing 
(Dharma): in course of which the real character of Injunctions, Decla- 
matory Passages, Maniras and Smrtis has been determined ;—the Injunction | 
of Accessories and also Names have been examined ;—it has also been 
explained how doubtful cases are determined with the help of supplementary 
passages.—-All this has to be borne in mind. —After this we are now going 
to consider what acts are Primary and what Secondary,—what. acts. are 
different and what not-different ; ;—this is the ‘subject-matter, and none other, 
that is to be dealt with (in the Second Discourse) ;—and such. is the | 
. connection of the discourse. (with what has gone before). La eee ee i A 
In connection with this, six kinds of differentiation among. Actions. are ee | 
: going to be described, as based o Different words (under 2.2.1), 00 | 
(2) ) Hepentios ude 2.2.2 2), (8) Nur nder 2. 2. 21), Accessory 4 details S a 
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(under 2. 2. 23 ef seg.), (5) Context (under 2. 3. 24), and (6) Name (under 
2. 2. 22).—-We are mentioning here what we are going to explain because 


an explanation becomes readily understood when the subject has been | 


already indicated beforehand; also the mind of the learner becomes 
concentrated. . 


Thus then, it is the treatment of the means of distinguishing the 
various acts that constitutes this, the second discourse; whatever else 
happens to be dealt with here is only what is introductory to, or connected, 
either directly or indirectly, with the said main theme. 


(The correlation and sequence of the twelve discourses may be thus summar- >` 


ised:—Until the means of knowledge have been duly defined (Discourse I), there 
can be no discussion of the meaning of Vedic texts; and hence also no discussion 
regarding any two acts being the same or different (Discourse II) cannot be 
introduced ;—the discussion of difference or non-difference is essential, as until 
some actions have been found to be different from others, there can be no idea as 
to. one being the Primary act and the other secondary or subsidiary to it 
(Discourse ITI),—nor of the usefulness or otherwise of the acts (Discourse IV),— 
nor of the order of their performance (Discourse V);—it is only when the nature of 


an action has been duly understood that there can be any consideration regarding ` 


the person entitled to its performance (Discourse VI), which last question therefore 
_ stands in need of all the foregoing five discourses.—Similarly, Discourses VII— XII, 
treating as they do of such subjects as the Transference of Details and the like, 
_ presuppose a full knowledge of all the Injunctions regarding all the details of 
actions ;—thus the latter half of the Sutras (Discourses VII—XII) are dependent 
A npon what has gone before in the earlier half (Discourses I—VI).] 


‘The first point to be considered is this :-—Under Discourse I it has been 


declared (a) that ‘Dharma is that which is enjoined by the Injunction. as 2 
conducive to the highest good’ (Sütra 1. 1. 2),—(b) that ‘Injunction ’ is the _ 


sentence that denotes an action,—(c) that the words constituting a sentence 
have distinct meanings.—Now the. first question (A) that has to be 


considered is—Is a different Dharma laid down by each one of the w ords 
composing the Injunctive sentence ? or is a single Dharma laid down by all 


> the words collectively ? 


“Now on’ this question (A), we have the Pūrvapakşa (A) that “a 
different Dharma is laid. down by each of the words.” 


Jr ~The Siddhanta (A) in answer to this question is as follows:—If the 


‘Prigamasnidental Potency (Apirva) results from one act (laid down by one 
“ word in the sentence), then anything else that may be laid down by any 
k other word i in ‘the sentence should be only auxiliary to the former act (and 


not èn independent act leading up to a distinct result); as in this way 


there would be need for the assumption of fewer transcendental. potencies. 

` „Honce the conclusion is that there is only one transcendental Potency. (re- 

aan from the one act that is. denoted 1 Dy one word i in: the Injunctive 
l A : ET, . eae 


_ Now—if there is only one Transcendental Potency,—then. there arises 
- the. question (B)—Does this Poteney result from (acts denoted by) verbs 


- (words - denoting activity), or. from “(those denoted by) nouns (words 


sag dee enone sing ee ne 
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o N nag substances and qualities) 2—(But before we can discuss this ques- 
: tion), we have to determine what is an action and what are the words 
denoting activity ?—These words are ‘ yajati’ (‘ sacrifices’), ‘dadati’ (‘gives’), 

‘ Jühoti’ (€ pours libations into the fire’) and so forth.—* But these words 
are expressive of sacrifice, gift and libation-pouring,—and they cannot be 
‘expressive of activity. `” 

. sacrifice and the rest, and they are also expressive of activity; what is under- 
stood as expressed by the words is the sacrifice (gift and libation-powr- 
ing), as also activity in general,—the sense of the injunction in this latter 
case being that ‘one should so act that something may come about (be 
accomplished) ’. ’. Thus it is that these are ‘words expressive of activity’; 
from nouns, on the other hand, we derive notions of substances and qualities, 
not of activity; hence nouns are not ‘ words expressive of activity.’ 

The Purvapaksa (B) on this question (B) is that “ the Transcendental 

: Potency results equally (from both kinds of words, Verbs _ as well as 
Nouns).”’ 

l Jn answer to this we have the following Siddhänta ( (B) ophose Verbs 
that are expressive of activity bring about the cognition of the accomplishment 
of the result,—i.e. such verbs as ‘yajéia’ (‘should sacrifice’).—Why 
so ?—Just because they are expressive of activity ; those words that express 
the idea that ‘ one should make something come about’ would be just those 
which, when combined with the term ‘desirous of heaven’, would express 
the idea that ‘one should make heaven come about’; thus it is that from 

i these words is derived the idea of the ‘accomplishment ’—i.e.. the bringing 
about, the fulfilment,—‘ of the result’; and what these words, as combined 
with the (special) acts of sacrifice, gift and libation-pouring, speak of is the 
fulfilment of heaven.—‘* How so ?””—Because ‘ it is this fact that is enjoined’, 
—e.g. by, the words expressive of the ‘sacrifice’? and other acts, The 
construction is like this—The question being ‘By what should the man 
seeking Heaven bring about Heaven ?’—the answer is—‘ By such acts as 
Sacrifice and the rest.’ ;—and when what is denoted by a word brings about 
such a result (as Heaven for instance), it can do so only though bringing 
| about an (intervening) transcendental potency,—not in any other way; it is 
l thus that the Apirva, the Transcendental Potency, comes to be comprehen- 


2 eee, 


the word expressive of the act. It is in this sense that we declare that 


Potency.—The fact of the matter is that something has to be brought into 
existence by the activity denoted by the verb,—and the desire for Heaven has to 


~ Jost his horse and another carter: -who has burnt his ċart (i.e. the one 
needing the help that the other can: give). _ For instance (in the case of the 
: sentence ‘ one desiring Heaven should sacri 
like ‘sacrifice’ ( yajéta’ ) stand i inn ed of 
OE the rm < yajéta,’ being, a explained b 
something | -it becomes necessary to 


ain factors,—i.e. the meaning 


—It is not so; these words are expressive of © 


ERIE SS SE ERS 


ded; hence the said Transcendental Potency comes to be known through © 


‘words expressive of activity’ are expressive of the Transcendental | 
“Potency; not that there is any word which is directly expressive of that- 


be fulfilled by some means ;—thus between these two (the Activity and the 
Heaven) there is a mutual relationship,—like that between a carter who has; 


ce’ and such others), the verbs : 
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defo. ey, that ‘one should bring about z 
koowa). What is to-be Brongh 
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about ?—(b) By what it is to be brought about? and (c) How it is to be 
brought about ?—The statement of the purpose by the term ‘ svargakdmah’ 
(‘desirous of Heaven’) supplies the information as to (a) what is to be 
brought about.—Such cannot be the explanation of words expressive of 
substances and qualities (i.e. Nouns).—-Thus we conclude that verbs, being . 
expressive of activity, express the Transcendental Potency. 

Objection :-—** Why has the Sūtra used both the terms ‘bhdadvarthah’ 
(words denoting activity) and ‘karmashabddh’ (verbs, which also denote acts) 
[since both appear to be synonymous)? ” 

The answer to this is as follows: As a matter of fact, there are certain 
‘words denoting action’ (‘karmashabda’) which are not ‘expressive. of 
Bhavand or activity’ ;—e.g. ‘ shyéna’, ‘chitraé’ and such others (which are 
names of sacrifices, but do not by themselves convey any idea of the agent 
undertaking an activity with a view to bringing about a certain result). [The 
reading ‘shyenaikatrikddayah’ appears to be defective, though it. appears in 

the Tantravartika also, Text, p: 356; from what follows ‘ shyenachitradayah’ 

appears to be the correct reading];—on the other hand, there are certain 

‘words denoting activity’ which are not ‘expressive of action’ 5 Og. 
‘bhavana’, “bhāva? and ‘ bhiiti’ (Being).— 


ewe 


., [The following extracts from the Tantravartika throw some light upon the exact 
signification of the terms ‘karmashabda’ and ‘ bha@vashabda’:—Says the Bhasya— 
There are certain Karmashabdas, etc.. Though the proper words to be cited as ex- 
amples were ‘aga’, ‘yajana’ and other nouns denoting the action of sacrificing, 
yet the Bhaeya has cited the words ‘shyéna’, etc., which become names of actions: 
only when appearing in sentences as in apposition to words like ‘yaga’; in fact 
` they are recognised as Karmashabda because of their denoting certain actions after: 
and along with the injunction of sacrifice as instrumental in the bringing about of 
_ certain results.—The Bhaeya continues— There are certain Bhavartha words which 
V are not Karmashabda’ ;—~and in this connection, the proper words to cite would be: 
‘bhavayét (bring into existence)’, ‘kuryat’ (make. or do) and the like; as those are: 
expressive of the activity of the agent,—and not ‘bhavana, ‘ bhiiti’ (Being) which is 
the action of the result that is brought about, not of the agent; though one of the: 
three words eited by the Bhasya—‘ bhava’—may be taken as signifying an activity. 
on the part of the Agent—by being derived as with the causal affix (in which case 
‘ bhava.’ would be equivalent, not to being, but to bringing into emistence ........ 
Question—* why. should not the bhivartha words be spoken of as sLavinashabda 
when, as. a. matter. of fact, every verbal root is a Karmashabda, expressive of 
action ?”’—Answer—An undefined general action, that of Being, is incapable of 
: being performed ; hence words denoting such general action cannot be spoken of as. 
‘ Karmashabda’, expressive of action; and it is only words denoting particular acts. 
capable of being performed that have been regarded as ‘Karmashabda.’ Tantra- 
vartika, Translation, pp. 492-493, Text, p. 356.) - 


How is this to be illustrated ?—There are two eaa Shyènēnä- 
i bhicharan yajēta’ (‘Going to kill, one should sacrifice with the Shyena’; 
‘Sad. Bra. 3. 8. 1),—(b) ¢ Chitraya yajeta pashukamah’. (‘Desirous of cnitl, 
one should sacrifice. with the Chitra’; Tai. Sa. 2. 4. 6. 1). In regard to: 
©: these, it is doubtful if the ‘construction. of (a) is * shyënēna abhicharan? 
(* going to kill with the Shyena’), or ‘ yajéta, abhicharan’ (* going to kill, one 
should eariion) and that of Gri is otro pashukāmał’ í t Desirous of 


eS urge: that» “acti igs” denoted b; 
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cattle, with the Chitra’), or ‘ pashukdmo yajéta’ (‘ Desirous of cattle, one 
should sacrifice’).—It is only when these points are doubtful that there is 
any chance of the enquiry as to whether the words (‘ shyéna’ and ‘ chitra’) 
are to be taken as injunctive of accessories or as names.—(c) Similarl y, in 
connection with the text ‘Darshapirnamdasdbhyam svargakāmo yajéta’ 
(‘Desirous of heaven, one should sacrifice with the Darsha and the Purna- 
masa *)—where the terms ‘darsha’ and ‘pirnamdsa’ denote particular: 
times,—is the construction to be ‘darshapiirnamdsdbhyim svargakdémah’ 
(‘Desirous of heaven, through Darsha and Pirnamdsa’), or ¢ svargakamo- 
yajéte’ (‘ Desirous of heaven, one should sacrifice’).—In all these three 
texts, neither ‘Darsha’, nor ‘ Pirnamdsa’, nor ‘Chitra’, nor ‘Shyéna’ is 
‘ expressive of activity’ ; nor have these words any connection with the agent 
desiring the particular result, because their case-endings are different from 
those found in the words denoting the agent.—From all this it follows that 
words expressive of substances and qualities are not expressive of the 
Apūrva (Transcendental Potency). . 
[The sense of these arguments is as follows :—If the words ‘ shyéna’, 
‘chitrad’, ‘darsha’ and ‘pirnamdsa’ were directly related to the 
_ particular results (and as such, were Bhdvashabda, ‘ words expressive of 
activity’), then the ydga (sacrifice) itself would not be instrumental in 
the accomplishment of the results; and then words like ‘ skyéna’ could 
not be taken as names of sacrifices; as it is only because of the co- 
ordination of the instrumental sacrifice with words like ‘ shyénéna’ that 
these latter come to be regarded as names; not being taken as names, 


these words could not be taken as injunctive of accessories. When 
however the sacrifice is taken as the instrument of the Bhdvand (bringing. 


into existence), then, the word ‘ shyéna’ cannot but be taken as the name: 
of that sacrifice—‘ na chaisimarthind. sambandhah’—says the Bhasya ; 
this means that the mention of the result has no direct concern 
with the word ‘ chitrayad’ or ‘ shyénéna’.| 


SUTRA (2). 
[Says THE OpronEentT|—‘ AS A MATTER OF FACT, ‘ ACTIVITY’ Is 
_ DENOTED BY ALL (WORDS) ’’;——-IF THIS IS URGED 
[THEN THE ANSWER IS AS IN THE FOLLOWING 
SOBA). . 
- Bhasya. : 


- [Bays ‘the: Opponent} 18 If your view ‘is. that words. expressive of 


- substances and. qualities are inot indicative of the ‘Transcendental Potency 
(Apirve), because they are not“ expressive i of. activity (Bhava) then, we 


' witk the: Darcha and: Parnd- 


māsa’ would be asserted by she er 


all: w wds’.—For instance, in the 0 o 
yaja? nate of heaven, < ee 


sacrifice” ;—similarly i in the — 


ot DLO eS 


SRT STIS BE SES EE PAE 


172 . SHABARA-BHASYA : 


text ‘ Shyénénabhicharan yajéta’ (‘Going to kill, one should sacrifice with the 
Shyéna’), the connection between -the terms ‘ going to kill’ and ‘with the 
shyéna’ would be asserted by the term ‘should sacrifice’ ;—and in the text 
< Chitraya yajéta pashukamah’ ( Desirous of cattle, one should sacrifice with 
‘the Chitrd’), the connection. between the terms ‘desirous of cattle’ and, 
‘with the chiirä’ would be asserted by the term ‘should sacrifice’ ;—and 
thus ali these words (and not only the term ‘should sacrifice’) are such as 
want the help of some other word to complete their sense; so that all of 
them are equally expressive of ‘activity’ ;—and when all the words are 
equally expressive of ‘activity’, there is nothing to justify the restriction 
that the Transcendental Potency is indicated only by ‘ words expressive of 
particular acts’, and not by those expressive of substances and qualities.” 


SUTRA (3). 


THOSE WORDS ARE NoUNS,—ON THE UTTERANCE WHEREOF IN. 
ACTUAL USAGE, THE FORMS OF THE OBJECTS DENOTED BY 
THEM BECOME APPREHENDED; CONSEQUENTLY ANY 
NEED FOR OTHERS IS FAR AWAY FROM THEM; 
SPECIALLY AS THEY ARE ACCOMPLISHED 
ENTITIES AT THE TIME OF BEING 
USED (AND SPOKEN OF). 


Bhasya. 


There are certain words in whose case it so happens that whenever 
they are pronounced for the purpose of conveying the idea of what is 
‘denoted by them, what is so denoted bécomes apprehended in its true form, 
mie. as being something which, having come into existence, continues to 
exist for some time,—and is not, like an act, destroyed as soon a8 it. comes 
into existence ;—these words are Nouns, and these are ‘ words expressive of 
substances and qualities’, and such are the objects denoted by ‘words 
< expressive of substances and qualities’. 

Instead of saying that these are ‘words Sapretye of Aae and 
qualities’, the Siira has said that ‘ these are Nouns’, which means that the 
tern ‘ Nouns’ is synonymous (with the term ‘ words expressive of substances 

and qualities ’ J- How do-you know this ?”"—We deduce this from the fact 
that the affixes taken by the words (expressive of substances and qualities). 
are known as ‘ndmiki’ (pertaining to Nouns)—* What are these affixes ?”— 
‘They are those that are found in the terms ‘vrksah’, ‘ orksau? > ‘urksah? 
{denoting substances), and < shuklah’, ‘ shuklau’, < shuklah >. (denoting — 
qualities). —~Thus the words used in the Stitra are quite right. 
‘Inasmuch as the objects denoted by these nouns are not: momentary ` 
(but lasting),—‘ any need for others is far. away from them’ ; that is, they 


do not stand in need of. anything elsein the shape of a Primary (to which ; 


they would be subsidiary) ; . these have not got to be produced, ‘because they 
are accomplished entities at the time of being used and spoken aa —i.e. w 
are ‘already i in existence at, the: time that t they a are used. 
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SUTRA (4). 


THOSE WORDS, ON THE OTHER HAND, ARE VERBS—ON THE UTTER- 
ANCE WHEREOF WHAT IS DENOTED BY THEM IS NOT IN 
EXISTENCE : HENCE IT IS THROUGH THESE THAT IT 
(THE TRANSCENDENTAL POTENCY) WOULD 
BE COGNISED; AS WHAT IS DENOTED 
BY THEM IS DEPENDENT (UPON. 

OTHER FACTORS), 


Bhasya. 


‘Those words on the utterance whereof what is denoted by them is not in 
existence’,—i.e. what is denoted by them does not exist at the time that 
they are pronounced,—‘are Verbs’;—i.e. these are ‘words denoting 
activity (Bhéva)’; the Sūtra has taught us this by using the other 
synonym (‘verbs’).—‘“‘In what way are the terms ‘verbs’ and ‘words 
denoting activity’ synonymous?”—That they are so is indicated by 


the fact that the affixes taken by the ‘words denoting activity’ are called ` 


‘akhydtiki’ (pertaining to verbs)—‘‘ What are these affixes ?’’—They are 


those that are found in the terms ‘ pachati’, ‘ pachatah’, ‘pachanti’, and so 


forth. 
For this reason the Transcendental Potency would be cognised through 


these words; because what is denoted by verbs is something to be brought ; 


into existence; hence when these verbs are pronounced along with words, the 
things denoted by which are accomplished entities,—these latter entities are 
taken as subserving the purposes of what is to be brought into existence; as it 
‘is only thus that they would be serving a visible purpose; because the 
coming mto existence of what ts to be brought into existence for a special 
purpose seryes a distinctly useful purpose; and it is brought about by what 
is already an accomplished entity ;—thus does a visible purpose become 
gerved.—There would be no such purpose found to be fulfilled if what is to 
be brought into existence were taken as subserving the purposes of what: is 
already an accomplished entity; so that in this case an invisible (trans: 
cendental purpose) would have to be assumed. From this it follows that 
the sacrifice (which is yet to be accomplished) cannot be taken as subserving 
the purpose of a substance (which is already an accomplished entity). 
Further, ‘what is denoted by them is dependent upon other factors’ :— 
that is, what is denoted by them is dependent upon the human agent ; 


- * Bhavana’ (Activity) is so called only when it is related to a human agent; 
specially because the term ‘ bhāvayēt? (‘ should. bring into existence’) denotes- : 
(through the conjugati onal affix) the human agent ; it is for this reason that 
the sentence ‘ one. desirous of Heaven should sacrifice’ conveys the idea of | 
(1) the human agent, as also (2). the sacrific and (3) the relationship (between 
them). —On the other hand, if: we had. a sentence in the form ‘ svargakamo ; 


dvavyena’ a one desirous of Heaven, b; substance ’, there being no Verb), it 
‘would convey the idea of. (1) the. hu 
: not of ay relationship’ (botween, them: 


agent, d a the paca. but t 2 
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Says the Opponent:—‘ What we mean is that the verb ‘ yajéia’ 
(‘should sacrifice’) would signify the relationship between the human agent 
seeking to accomplish a purpose and the subsiance,—in the form ‘one 
should bring into existence by means of the substance.’ ; so that the < bring- 
ing into existence’ of the purpose is understood to be brought about by 
means of the substance; and thus there would be the required ‘ need for 
others’ also.” 

True, it is so understood that one should` bring into existence by 
means of the substance’ ; but this is understood through Syntactical Connec- 
tion; while the idea that ‘one should bring into existence by means of the 
sacrifice’ is understood through Direci Assertion.—Further, when the 
relationship of the sacrifice is predicated in the form ‘one should bring into 
existence by means of the sacrifice ’,—at that time, the relationship of the 
. substance in the form ‘one should bring into existence by means of the 
substance’ could not be predicated. Then again, if the relationship of the 
substance would be predicated, any relationship with the verb ‘ yajéta’ 
(‘should sacrifice’) also could not be predicated [as one and. the same 
sentence could not have two predicates] ;—~it could be possible if the former 
(the relationship of the substance) were only referred to; but in that case, 
there would be predication and reference at one and the same time,—-which is 

impossible. Thus, there would be a conflict between Direct Assertion (of the 
relationship of Sacrifice) and Syniactical Connection (indicating the relation- 
ship of the Substance); and in the case. of such conflict, it is Direct 
Assertion which is the more powerful; consequently there can be no 
connection between the human agent seeking to accomplish a purpose and the 


substance ;—so that, so long as there is no connection between the substance _ 


and ‘the person desiring heaven’, it is not possible for the substance to be 


= conducive to the fulfilment of heaven. 


‘This is the reason that justifies the restriction that the Trariscseidbotal 


Potency is indicated by ‘words denoting activity’, and not by ‘words — 


denoting Substances: and Qualities’. When therefore the words used 
are ‘ ydgena kurydt’ (‘should bring about by sacrifice’), then the. word must 
be taken as expressive of the sacrifice, —and the connection of the term 
‘darshaptirnamasabhyam’ (‘by means of Darsha and Pirnamésa’) would be 
» obtained only by indirect indication, based upon the fact that the sacrifice is 
enjoined as to be performed on the Darsha and Pirnamdsa days. 


Hee 


ADHIKARANA (2): There is such a thing as Apirva, 
Transcendental Potency. | 


SUTRA (5). 
THERE IS APURVA, BECAUSE ACTION (IS ENJOINED). 
Bhasya. 


[The foregoing discussion, as to the word that indicates the Transcen- 
dental Potency, has presupposed the existence of this Potency itself: but in- 
asmuch as the existence of such a potency is not generally admitted, the 
present Adhikarana proceeds to establish its existence.—Taniravartika— 
Trans., p. 497. J. ; 

[The Parvapakea of this Adhikarana is set forth only in the form of the 
question }—*‘ How is it known that there is such a thing as Apūrva’, Trans- 
cendental Potency ?”’ 

The answer to this, which embodies the Siddhdnta, is aroi by the 
Sütra—There is Apūrva, because action is enjoined.—The word ‘ chodand’ (in 
the Stitra) we explain as Apirva; hence the meaning of the Sütra is that 
there is such a thing as Apirva,—because action is enjoined—in such 


injunctions as ‘ Desirous of Heaven, one should sacrifice.” Otherwise,—if. 
- there were no such thing as Apirva—such an injunction would be meaning- 
` less; as the act of the sacrifice itself is perishable; so that if the sacrifice 
- wero to perish without bringing into existence something else, then the cause 
having ceased to exist, the result (in the shape of Heaven) could never 


come about.—From this it follows that the sacrifice does bring into existence. 
something (some Force or Potency which continues to exist and operate till 
such time as the Result is actually brought about).—If it be argued that 
“on the strength of the declaration of a certain result following from a 
certain sacrificer, it may be presumed that the act of sacrifice itself does 
not perish (but continues to exist till the appearance of the result) ’,—the 


answer is that such a presumption cannot be right; because of the Act 


(sacrifice) itself, we do not perceive any other form (save the one that is 


perishable, and hence not able to bring about the final result); as a matter. 
of fact, that alone is called an ‘act? which transposes its. substratum from 


one place to. another; and no such transposition. is possible for the Soul 
(which alone could be the lasting substratum for the act, if it were to con- 
tinue till the appearance of the result),—because the Soul is omnipresent 


(and as such there can be no change of position for it); that the Soul is pre- 
l -sènt in all places i is indicated by the fact. that its ‘functioning (in the shape 
be Ok: the experiencing of ‘pleasure,. pain, ete.) 
the opponent, who holds that the ‘Soul i 
ing it]— “That same fact (of the, Soul fi ctioning everywhere) may be a 
sign of its going from one place to a x 


{We haye adopted the Tead» 


De: nanu’ for ‘ natu? ; the Tantra vours ¢ nanu? , though it provides 


ST a EN ER TS A PEA SOI LE, Se haope ste gta gaesnnts ge geen on cate an etn 


is. found everywhere, —[Says = 
no larger then the body encas- _ 
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SET TS 
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me 
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an explanation of the other reading also—see Translation, p. 517}.—{The 
answer to this is that] we perceive no incongruity in the view that the Soul 
does nof move from place to place [while there are several incongruities in 
the view that it does s0 move, —for which- see Tantravartika—Translation, 
p. 518].—Thus then, the only possible alternative i is that the act (of sacrifice} 
subsists in the material substance (offered), and this substance has perished 


(ceased to exist); and when the substratum (in the shape of the substance) 


- has perished, it is understood that the act (sacrifice) itself has perished.—If 
it be urged that “ the substratum (substance) has not perished ”,—that can- 

not be true, as all that is found to be left of the substance (offered at the 
sacrifice) is mere ash.—It might be argued that ‘even while the ash is there 
the substance is there (in the form of that ash) ’’,—that cannot be right; be- 
cause what exists must be perceived, and yet the substance is not perceived (in 
the ashes).—*‘ The very fact of the bringing about of the result would be indi- 
_ cative of the presence of the substance (at the time of the appearance of the 


result).’-—In. that case, it is necessary for the other party to answer the 


objection that there is no perception of the substance.—It might be argued 
that “the non-perception might be due to one or the other of the various 
reasons of non-perception, such as the subtle character of the substance Tor 

‘being too remote’ or ‘too near’, or ‘the inefficiency of the perceptive 
organ’, or ‘ absent-mindedness’—enumerated in Sdnkhyakdrika].—If{ such 


ig the view, then it comes to this that something has to be assumed; and 
‘the question to be considered is—is it the Apirva that should be assumed— 
or some reason for the non-perception of the existing substance? There is 

always some justification for making a general assumption, and none for a : 


particular one [so that while there may be some justification for the assum- 


_ing of a general potency in the shape of the Apdrva, there can be none for — 
‘assuming a reason for the non-perception of every particular object, as there 


will have to be a separate reason for each particular case of non-perception]. 
—“ [In order to avoid these difficulties, we may hold that] the Act continues 
to exist without any substratum ”’.—But this assumption also would be open 
to the same objections (as those sought to be avoided) i; 
_ [The translation follows the explanation supplied by the Tantravirtika, 
. which says * Hvamandshritakarmakalpandiyamapi’—See Translation, p. 523. 
_-~It may also be rendered as follows :—*‘ There will be this justification for 
assuming A special reason for the non-perception of the existing substance 
that, in the absence of such a substance, there would be no substratum for 
the Act.”-—The answer to this is that even this remains open to the same 
objections]. —(In order to avoid. all these difficulties) it might be held that 
“we shall assume some such character in the Act whereby it will not carry 
its substratum (i.e. the Soul) to another place” .—This also will be open to 


the same objections [such as the incongruity of denying a perceptible fact 


_ and assuming of what is not perceptible—says Taniravartika—Trans., 


npe 523].—From all this it follows that the act of sacrifice is perishable, and 


` because it is perishable, therefore there i is such a thing as Apara (brought 
_ into existence by the Act). i. 


“What is the purpose served by this dion p 
Te is as follows ies “words | denoting S Substances. and Qualities” also 


4 
i 
| 
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were indicative of Apūrva, —as held by the Pūrvapaksa—then, on substances 
and qualities being spoilt, no substitutes could be employed ;—this would be 
the case if the Piirvapaksa view were accepted. If, on the other hand, the 
Siddhdnta view were accepted (that Apiérva is indicated only by ‘words 
denoting activity’), then, the performance of the Act could be proceeded with 
after adopting a substitute for the sl ppeenpe: or quality that may have been 
spoilt. 


[The Pirvapaksa argument against the assumption of Apiirva is thus stated by 
Prabhakara :—“ The injunction imparted by the injunctive word only urges the 
agent to the performance of a certain action, and not towards anything desired 
by him; the action is something ephemeral, and is not present immediately before 
the attainment of heaven by the agent; hence in order to meet these difficulties we 
must accept the sacrifice itself to be either everlasting, or bringing about either a 
certain faculty in the agent, or the favours of the deity; and there is no reason for 
assuming any such thing as Apiirva.”’ - . 

In answer to the above, he continues— — 

* At the very outset you commit a mistake in assuming that the injunction 
prompts the agent to action; what the injunction really does is to prompt him 
to exertion; and the particular action denoted by the root is only the object of 


that exertion.. Thus then, what is denoted by the injunctive sentence is the. 


‘ Niyoga’, decree or mandate ; this ‘mandate’ urges the man to exertion; and this 
< exertion’ pertains to some sort of action denoted by the verb. The assumption 


that the action itself is everlasting is against all evidence; the Soul also is, by | 


its very omnipresence, inactive; hence what brings about the final result cannot 
-abide in the Soul.’ 

=- The above passage from the Brihati is not A clear; nor has it been possible 

` for us to obtain a manuscript of this portion of the commentary, Rijuvimala; But 


the whole subject is discussed, from the Prabhakara standpoint, in the Prakarana- 2 


patchika (page 185 et seg.), from which the following may be gleaned :- 
_ There can be no doubt.as to the ephemeral character of the sacrifice itself; it 
is borne out by everyday experience. Nor can the sacrifice be held to be laid 


down for the purpose of obtaining the favour of the deity ; as there is no evidence 
in support of this; as a matter of fact also, sacrifices are never performed for that 


purpose; the deity is only one to whom the offering is made; and we could please 
a deity by only such acts as could reach it; then again, it is not possible for any 
deity to get at all the offerings made by different. men at all times; specially 
because no. deity is eternal or omnipresent. Nor can we accept the view that 


the verb with the injunctive affix expresses an action tending to produce in the . 


agent, a certain faculty, which is the immediate cause of the final result. This 
is the view, favoured by Kumarila. We cannot accept. this view, as there is m0 
proof for the postulating of the appearance of any such faculty i in the agent, That 
‘the sacrifice produces such a faculty is not proved either by Perception or by 


Inference, or even by Verbal Assertion,—there being no Vedic: texts pointing Po i 
any such: faculty ; specially as we. find that the action. is brought: about by the 
exertion of the agent; and therefore the causal potency must reside in this. 


exertion, —which exertion. therefore should be denoted by the injunctive sentence. 


`- The assumption n of the feclty in n questio might, be. said to be prayed by 


ARESE SASSER 
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itself whichis found. to be incapable in the absence of that faculty ; so in the case in 
question, the presumption can only point to some faculty in the action, and not in 
the agent; hence what is brought about by the faculty abiding in the agent cannot 
-be regarded as produced by the action. l 

The whole matter of what the Bhatia calls ‘Apiirva’ and the. Prabhakare 
* Niyoga’, is thus explained in the Prakaranapatichika (p. 187) :— 

(1} The second aphorism of Adhyaya I has shown that what the injunctive 
sentence denotes is Karya, something to be brought about. (2) In the beginning of 
: Adhyaya VI, it has been shown that, of this Karya denoted hy the sentence, the 
Niyojya—i.e. the person prompted to its bringing about—is one who is desirous 
of acquiring for himself some desirable result in the shape of Heaven and the 
like,—this being related to the Karya. (3) In the Badaryadhikarana (ITI. I. 3) 
it has been proved that it is the kārya that is the direct cause of the production of 
‘that desirable result which is desired by (and as such, qualifies) the prompted — 
person. (4) In the Devatadhikarana (TX. I. 9) the Bhasya,has shown that this 
karya cannot be the act (of sacrificing, for instance): as this act cannot possibly 
he the direct cause of the final result; nor could it be held to lead to the result 
through the favour of the deity to whom the sacrifice is offered: nor can it be 
regarded as leading to the result through a certain potency in the agent: and it is 
well-known that either the act itself, or any potency abiding in itself, does not last 
long enough to bring about the result. (5) In the Apirvidhikarana (II. 1. 5), 
we have the final conclusions led up to by all the above adhikaranas. That which 
is denoted by the injunctive affix and other factors of the injunction is the karya 
inhering in the agent who is prompted. by the sentence, and as connected with. 
whom the ka@rya is indicated ; as this kārya is not cognisable by any other means — 
of knowledge, it has been called ‘ Apūrva `, something new, not known before. The 


-connection of this karya with the agent and the action may be thus traced :—the _ 


“kūrya by its very nature is something brought about by kriti, or operation; and 
this operation is none other. than the. exertion -of the agent. In the Bhawarth-— 
adhikarana (II. T. 1) again, it is shown that no such exertion is possible, in- 
~ dependently of some act denoted by the verbal root. Hence what the injunctive 
sentence denotes, in this connection, is the Niyoga or prompting, relating to that — 
act. This act, thus being the object of that prompting, domes to be spoken of 
as the ‘instrument’ by which that prompting is accomplished, as shown under 
TI. 1, 3. Even though the kārya is brought into existence at a time other than 


te that of the appearance of the final result, yet, inasmuch as it is inseparably related 


to the prompted agent,—in whom the desire for that result is present,—there is 
nothing i incongruous in regarding that karya as the direct cause of the result. This 
“ig ‘karya has been called ‘ Aptrva’ by the Bhasya by reason of its being sorhetiing new 
> ` to all other means of erin ee save the injunctive sentence; but the name given 
to it by Prabhakara is ‘ Ni yoga.’ or prompting, by reason of the fact that it acts as 
an incentive to the prompted person (Niyojya) and makes him put forth an 
G exertion towards the accomplishment of the action denoted by the verbal root. 
-This karya or Niyoga is expressed neither by the verbal root, nor by the injunctive 
affix, nor by any other word in the sentence, but it is denoted by the sentence as a 
whole ; all other: necessary factors. being expressed by the several words of the sentence 
i individually, what the sentence as a whole expresses is this Niyoga (Mandate) as 


r 2 related to the prompted. person expressed by. ‘one of the words in the sentence 
g (i. e. the word Signifying ‘the result, the ‘person desiring which is the prompted 


l person). That the Niyoga is thus. expressed. by. a sentence is also proved by the fact 
-that the general rule is that, that which is the principal thing made known by © 

“the sentence forms its ‘meaning’ ; cand. there is no doubt that of all the things made. 
known by the sentence, the Niyogi is the most. important ; for even though the. 
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final result has all the appearance of the most important factor, yet it is the Niyoga 
that is really such, beeause it is the direct and immediate cause of the result, and it 
is also the immediate effect of the action performed; also, because the result 
also has to be regarded as subservient to the Niyoga, in view of the fact that 
the result enters as one of the factors necessary for the making up of the full 
character of the Niyoga. To explain—The Niyoga cannot be a true Niyoga until 
there is a Niyojya, the person to be prompted to exertion, as without exertion there 
can be no Niyoga; then again, without the agent there can be no exertion; and 
lastly, it is ‘only the person desiring the result issuing from the undertaking that 
is entitled to its performance; thus indirectly, through the agent, the result 
becomes a necessary factor in the Niyoga; this relation between the Niyoga and 
the result being similar to that between the master and the servant; without 
the servant the master cannot be a true ‘master’, and yet it is the master that is 
the more important person of the two. 

The Prakaranapatchikd raises an interesting question here :— 

“ Granted that the injunctive sentence —‘ One desiring heaven should perform 
the Jyotistoma’ expresses the Niyoga as proceeding from the action of Jyotistoma 
sacrifice, and as being the direct cause of attaining heaven. But just as the 
sacrifice, being an effect, has only an ephemeral existence, and cannot continue till 
the appearance of the result,—so in the same manner, the Niyoga also, as an effect, 


could not but be transient, and as such unable to continue till the appearance of the — 


result. Thus the very purpose for which the hypothesis of the Niyoga has been put 
forward, fails to be accomplished by it. This cuts off the ground entra from 
- under the whole fabric of the Niyoga or Aptirva.” 

. The author fails to answer this objection satisfactorily. All that he says is 
that the Nijaga does not bring about the result immediately after it itself comes 


-into existence, but in its action towards the bringing about of the result, it stands - 


<in need of certain auxiliaries, which are not always available, and until whose 
appearance the result cannot appear. This explanation does not meet the difficulty 
that'the Niyoga itself aannot, and does not, exist at the time that the result appears. 
He has explained in another place that it is through the prompted agent that the 
Niyoga, though itself appearing at the present time, brings about the result at a 
future time. This, however, is as much as to say that the Niyoga produces some- 


thing in the agent, which latter something brings about the result; and thus this 


much-vaunted theory of the Prabhakara is found to be less acceptable than the 
Bhitta view, by which the action (of sacrificing) itself produces a certain faculty in 
the agent, which faculty brings about the result at the proper time; while Prabha- 
kara appears to assume a Niyoga intervening between the action and the something 


lasting that is produced in the agent, he does not call it ‘faculty’, but which comes 


to be the same thing. In orderto meet the difficulty, Shalikanatha has been forced to 
call in the aid of ‘ destiny’; he says that it is only when the N'i iyogais aided by destiny 
that it brings about the result, This. after all, is a very poor explanation to be 
offered by the ‘Mi imamsanisnata” as he has called. the followers of Prabhakara. 


Another question arising in this. connexion is that, what has been said above — 


may be all right, so far as those | actions are concemed which are laid down to be 
performed with a view to a certain result ; ; but how. would it apply to those actions 


whieh are to be performed merely in fulfilment. of a duty incumbent upon all per- 


sons, without reference to any result,- OF to the assages that lay down the non- 
doing ae certain acie? ? The answer to this is that, in the ‘explanation of Niyoga, the: 
j 5 thing desired by the agent, but 
rgon entitled to the performance 


who is endowed with life. being 


. that are laid down as necesscry J 
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_ entitled to the performance of those acts, the character of the agent becomes fully 
accomplished ; and this is all that is needed for the explanation of the Niyoga. 

By Kumérila’s view the Apirva is ‘a potency in the principal action, or in the 
agent, which did not exist prior to the performance of the action, and whose exis- 
tence is proved by the authority of the scriptures.’ Before the sacrifices laid down 
as leading to Heaven are performed, there is in the sacrifices themselves in the first 
place, an incapacity to lead any person to heaven, and in the second place, in the 
agent, to attain heaven. Both these incapacities are set aside by the performance 
of the sacrifice; and this performance also creates a positive potency or force, by 
virtue of which heaven is attained; and to this latter force or capacity we give the- 
name ‘ Apirva’.. The proof of the existence of such an Apiirva lies in Presumption, 
—based upon the fact that without some such force or potency many Vedic passages 
are wholly inexplicable. For instance, there are many passages dealing with the 
` fact that certain sacrifices lead the sacrificer to heaven,—the idea being that he 
goes to heaven, not indeed immediately on the completion of the sacrifice, but 
after death. The question then arises, that as a general rule the effect comes into 
existence while its cause is still present, or immediately after the cause has ceased 
to exist; but in the case in question, the sacrifice ceases to exist at the present 
time, while the attainment of heaven comes ten or twelve or more years later. 
This can be explained only by the hypothesis that the sacrifice, on its completion, 
produces directly a certain potency or faculty in the agent, which resides in him, 
like many other faculties, throughout life, at the end of which it leads him. to 
heaven. Without some such intervening potency—as the connecting link between 
‘the sacrifice and its result—-the causal relation between these two cannot be ex- 
plained, Apiirva thus is nothing more than a force set in motion by the per- 

formance of the action—this force being the direct instrument whereby, sooner or 


| a later, the action accomplishes its result. There is nothing incongruous in this 
a hypothesis ; as every action is actually found to set going certain forces, either in 
` gome substance, or in persons connected with some substances; and the force thus 


"get going accomplishes its result, as soon as it reaches its full development with the 
_ aid of attendant auxiliaries. The whole process is thus briefly stated systematically 
in Ngayamalavistara :— l 
(1) “The sentence—‘ one desiring heaven should perform. sacrifices ’—lays 
down the fact that the sacrifice is instrumental in the bringing about 
of the attainment of heaven, 
(2) Then arises the question—how can the sacrifice which ceases to exist at 
the moment that it is 7 Compare; bring about the vonult at a much later 
» time ? 
(3) The answer to this is that the sactifioe aoeomplishes the final result 
through the agency of the force called ‘ Apiirva’. 
(4) A further question arises—how is the Apiirva brought into existence ? 
(5) ‘The answer is—by the performance of the sacrifice. 


_ Twall simple sacrifices, there is a single Aparva leading to a. single result. But. 
there are certain elaborate sacrifices which are highly complex, being made up of a 
o number of subsidiary sacrifices. Such for instance as the Darshapaurnamisa sacri- 

an fices, © Tn all such sacrifices, there are as a rule four kinds of Apirva :- 
o0) The Phalipirva—that which brings about. the result directly, and which 
is the immediate cause of the result; 025 

B) phe Samudāyāpūrva sin the Darshapaurnamasa. sacrifices, the three ‘main 
"sacrifices performed on the Moonless day form one group and the three 
- performed on the Full Moon day another group ; ; each of. these groups 

_ occurring at different points of time could not. have a single apūrva , 
hence each group | has.: a distinct. Ama of its own, the two Apürvas 


ADHYAYA a PADA I, ADHIKARAŅA (2). 18! 


combining to produce the final Phalapirva; and each of ad distinct 
~. Apiirvas is call a samudayaipirva ; 

(3) the Utpattyapirva ;—i.e. the three Apirvas following from each of the 
three sacrifices forming the Darsha group : these three Apūrvas lead to 
the Samudayapiirva of the. *Paurnamisa’ group, which leads to the 
final Phalapirva; 

(4) the Angapiirva;—each of these sacrifices of the group is made up of a 
number of minor acts, each of which in its turn, must have a distinct 
Apiirva of its own; as otherwise the act could not help in the final 
 Phalapiirva.) ; i 


ADHIKARANA (3): Division of Acts into * Primary’ and 
‘ Secondary’. 


SUTRA (6). 


THEY (VERBS AND ACTS DENOTED BY THEM). ARE OF TWO KINDS— 
SECONDARY AND PRIMARY. 


Bhasya. 


[From the foregoing Adhikarana it would appear as if there were an 4 piirva 
resulting from every act. In order to remove this misconception, the author now 
proceeds to point out the division of Acts into ‘secondary’ and ‘primary ’,—-the 
idea being that it is only the Primary Act that directly brings about an Apiirva, 

the Secondary Act only helps the Primary.] 


- It has been understood that Bhdavashabdas (Verbs) are expressive of 
Acts. As a matter of fact, however, there are several kinds of Verbs,—such 
© as ‘ yojati’ (‘ sacrifices’), ‘juhoti’ (‘pours the libation’), ‘daddti’ (‘ gives’); 
also several of such other kinds as ‘dogdhi’ (‘ milks’), ‘ pinasti’ (< pounds’ a 


` ‘ vildpayati’ (‘melts’), and so forth. 
> With.regard to these Verbs, there arises the qquestion—_Are’ all these 
verbs expressive of a Primary Act? Or, are some expressive of only a 
preparatory (secondary) Act ? 
The Pirvapaksa on this point is that—“ inasmuch as all are equally 
‘ bhadvartha’, verbs p SEpreeety® of activity, they are all expressive of Primary 
Acta”. 


In answer to this we have the following Siddhanta :—Verbs are to be 


classed under two heads—some are expressive of Primary Acts, others are 


expressive of preparatory (secondary) Acts. Even so, all these acts would © 


be useful; and a useful purpose being thus served by all of them, there 
would be no justification for the assuming of an Apurva following from all. 
© Thus then all verbs are not expressive of Primary Acts. 


ADHIKARANA (3A): Definition of the Primary Act. 
| SUTRA (7). 


THOSE ACTS ARE ‘PRIMARY’ WHICH ARE NOT MEANT TO BE PRO- 
DUCTIVE (OR PREPARATORY) OF MATERIAL SUBSTANCES ; 
BECAUSE THE MATERIAL SUBSTANCE IS A 
SUBORDINATE FACTOR. 


Bhasya. 


ot Says the Opponéent—* It is true that according to the conclusion arrived 


ee? at in the foregoing Adhikarana, there would be need for assuming fewer 


transcendental potencies; and to that extent, this view is quite reasonable. 
- But we find no grounds for discrimination as to which Acts lead to Apirva 
and which do not”. ; 
The answer to this is that those verbs that denote such acts as are not 
meant to be preparatory or productive of a material substance are ‘ Primary’ 
—i.e. expressive of Primary Acts,—because the material substance is a sub- 
ordinate factor; i.e. the material substance is a secondary factor, being sub- 
servient to the accomplishment of the Act, which is what is most desired. 


Speers reeset 


RSS aR ee: 


ADHIKARAWA, (3B): Definition of the Secondary (Subsidiary) 
Act. 


SUTRA (8). 


THOSE, ON THE OTHER HAND, THAT ARE MEANT TO BE PRODUCTIVE 
(OR PREPARATORY) OF A MATERIAL SUBSTANCE ARE TO BE 
REGARDED AS ‘SUBSIDIARY’; BECAUSE IN REGARD 
TO THESE, THE MATERIAL SUBSTANCE IS THE 
. DOMINANT FACTOR. 


Bhasya. 


In those cases where the Acts are intended to. be productive (or pre- 
paratory) of the material substance, the Act should be recognised as subsi- 
diary ;—why ?—because in the case of such an Act, the material substance 
would be the dominant factor.-—In the case of such acts as are expressed 
by verbs like ‘ yajéta’ (‘should sacrifice’), it is clear that they are not meant 
to be productive of any material substance; hence verbs like these are 


ON expressive of Primary Acts, because in the case of the acts, the material 


substance is the subordinate factor. But in the case of acts expressed by 
such verbs as ‘pinasti’? (° pounds’), it is clear that they are meant to be pre- 
paratory of a material substance; hence these verbs are expressive of 
subsidiary Acts.—This is the ground for differentiation among acts (as to 
which are, and which are not, productive of the Apirva). 

The purpose served by this differentiation is that Vrihi being the 
material at the archetypal sacrifice,—and threshing having been laid down as ` 
to be done to the Vrihi,—as, at the ectypal sacrifice, the material to he used 
for the cooked offering is the Priyangu corn,—if according to the Pūrva- 
 pakea view, all acts were. equally ‘primary’, then the ‘threshing of the 
Vrihi’ would be a primary act, no portion of which could be left out; so 
that even at the sacrifice where Priyatgu is the prescribed material, it 
would become necessary to do the ‘ threshing of the Vrihi’, and hence for that — 
purpose, to bring in the Vrihi also; while according to the Siddhania, the. 


ree threshing of the Vrihi’ would be a subsidiary act, meant only to be sancti- 


ficatory or preparatory of. the particular material Vrihi; so that there would 
be no need for doing the ‘ threshing of the Vrihi’, or bringing i in the Vrihi, at 
oe: onifa where the peee bea material i is s Priyañgu. 


| 
| 
l 


ADHIKARANA (4): Acts like ‘ Sa mmar jana’ (Washing) 
| are not * Primary’. 


SUTRA (9). 


iPdRvapaKsa]—‘‘So FAR AS THE ELEMENT OF ouaaa IS CON- 
_ OERNED, EVERY ACT SHOULD BE ‘PRIMARY’; BECAUSE OF 
NON-ACCOMPLISHMENT (OF ANY MATERIAL oa 
AS IN THE CASE OF PRAYĀJA” 


Bhasya. 


[The general principles of differentiation of acts into ‘ Primary’ and ‘ Subsi- 
diary > having been laid down, the author now proceeds to deal with the case of a 
few particular acta.] 


We meet with such texts as ‘ Srucham sammirsti—Agnim sammarsti,-— 
Paridhim sammdarsti,—Puroddsham paryagnikaroti’. (Taittiriya-Brahmana 
3. 3. 1).—In regard to these there arises the question—Are the two acts that 
are spoken of here—viz. Washing and Taking round the Fire— primary’ or 
$ subsidiary =o 


. The Pérvapaksa on this question is as follows :—‘‘ The mere act—i.e. to. 


the extent that it does not suffice to fulfill the visible purpose (of bringing 


about a material substance)—is what we call ‘ the element of Dharma’; and this 


should be a ‘primary’ act ;—why ?—because of non-accomplishment. of any 
help; i.e. an Act of this kind does not render any help to the material sub- 


stance; it is only when an act of this kind accomplishes a material substance 


that it is regarded as ‘subsidiary’; and as it is only an act of this latter 
kind that is ‘subsidiary’, the act under consideration must be regarded as 
‘primary’.” 


SUTRA (10). 


[Srppuinta]—Bor THE ACT IN QUESTION SHOULD BE OF THE SAME 
CHARACTER AS OTHERS; BECAUSE OF SIMILARITY IN THE 
- TEXTS, 


Bhisya. 


The particle ‘ va” (*but’ ) sets aside the Pirvapaksa, 
Acts of the kind that are under consideration should be of the same 
character as other subsidiary acts ,—such as the Threshing of Vrihi ;—why ?— 


because of the similarity in the texts 3——Le. in all these texts (speaking of the 
acts) we find the same Accusative ending in ‘connection with the terms ` 
denoting material substances ; for. instance, just as we have the Accusative 
ending in the word ‘vrihin’, in the text: Vrihin avahanti’ (T. B: 3. 2. 5. 6) 
- which enjoins the act of threshing,—s have we also.in.the word ‘agnim’ in 
in the word ‘ purodasham? in the 


the | injinstión k ‘ Agnim sammārgi *, ;& 
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injunction ‘ Pxroddsham paryagnikaroti” .—** Is there any such rule as that the 
Accusative ending is to be found only in connection with material substanees 
mentioned in texts injunctive of subsidiary acts,_—on the basis of which rule, 
you conclude the acts in question to be subsidiary, from the fact that these 
also contain the Accusative ending ?”—Certainly not, we reply. What we 
mean is that the Accusative ending has been declared to convey the idea of 
‘what is most desired by the Agent’,—that the same Accusative ending is 
found in the words in question,—hence it follows that what is signified by the 

term with that ending is ‘ what is most desired ’,— if that is the ‘ most desired’ 
(and as such, the dominant factor), then the Act mentioned in the text must 
be a ‘subsidiary’ one.—Though it is true that the ‘subsidiary character’ 
of Acts is not cognisable by such Means of Cognition as Sense-perception 
and the like,—yet it is cognised by means of ‘ Word’.—From all this it 
follows that the Acts under question are ‘ subsidiary’. 


_ SUTRA (11). 

[OnsEctIoN}—‘ BUT (IN MANY CASES) THERE IS INJUNCTION OF THE 
MATERIAL SUBSTANCE (AS THE SUBORDINATE FACTOR) ”’.—IF THIS 
BE URGED [THEN THE ANSWER IS AS IN THE FOLLOWING 
Strra], 

Bhasya. 


Says the Opponent—“ Evidently your view is that—inasmuch as the | 
. word has the Accusative ending, the substance (signified by it) must be the 
predominant factor.—But this is not right, because we find the Accusative 


ending also in words which denote the substance as the subordinate factor ;— 
e.g. in such texts as ‘Saktin juhoti’ (T. S. 3. 3. 8. 4), <Mdrutam juhoti’, 

‘ Hkakapalan juhoti’ [where the material substances Saktu and the rest are 
distinctly subordinate to the action of Homa ]”’. 


SUTRA (12): 

[Answer]}—Nor 80; BECAUSE, IN. REALITY [THE ACCUSATIVE 
ENDING ALWAYS. INDICATES THE PREDOMINANT FACTOR |, 
—AS IS FOUND TO BE THE CASE IN COMMON 
PARLANCE; AND IT IS ONLY IN SPECIAL CASES 
THAT THAT FACTOR MAY BE TAKEN AS SUB- 
SERVIENT, ON ACCOUNT OF ITS SUBSERV- 

“ING THE PURPOSES OF THE, Act. 


Bhāşya. 


As a. “matter of fact, the. Accusative ending never indicatics the: subor- 
‘dinate factor; learned people. have taught us that-(a).‘ The Accusative case- 
a ending signifies the. objective” (Panini 2.. 3. 2), and.(b) ‘The objective i is that 
“which is. most desired by the Agent’ . (Panini. 1. 4..49).—In common’ 
‘parlance also we do not find the Accusative ending indicating a subordinate 


factor. Even in such instances. as—(a) ‘Tanduldn odanam pacha,’ (*Pre-. 


pare cooked r rice of these rice ae what i is meant is ‘Prepare this rice for the 
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purpose of obtaining cooked rice > so that itis the rice (to be prepared } 
whieh is still ‘what is most desired’; similarly in the sentence ‘ Balvajin 
shikhandakdn kuru’ (‘Make bundles of straws’), it is the straws themselves 
tied up in the form of bundles that are ‘ what is most desired’. The significance 


of words is determined by common, not Vedic, usage——In common parlance 


also when the verb ‘ juhoti’ (‘offers into the Fire’) is used along with a word. 
with the Accusative ending, it is possible to say that the Accusative ending 
indicates ‘what is most desired’; for instance, in the sentence ‘ Tanduldn 
juhudhi’ (‘Offer the rice into the Fire’), the idea intended to be conveyed may 
be < Relate the rice to the act. of offering into fire’ and many such others. 


—It has already been declared that itis not right to attribute several mean- 


ings to & single word 
Thus then, it having been established that the Accusative ending indi- 


cates the predominant factor, it would be only in very special cases (where ` 


the said indication of the predominant factor would be popes be) that it 
could be assumed to indicate the subservient factor. 

Question.—‘* But in the Veda, how could the subservient factor be indi- 
cated by the Accusative ending ?” 

Answer.—In fact, wherever the Accusative ending is used, the idea 
conveyed to us is always that of the predominant factor ;—-and when this pre- 
dominance has been comprehended, it might be denied only if there were some 

‘stronger authority for such denial.—“ How ?”’—Well, in the case of the text 


‘saktin juhoti’, the Accusative ending in ‘saktiin’ points to the saktu, 


Meal, as the predominant factor,—by which the meaning of the text would 


. be that ‘the act of offering into fire should be made to subserve some purs ` 


-pose for the Meal’; but in reality it is found that the act of offering cannot 


in any way serve any purpose for the Meal;—why ?—for the simple reason _ 
that the Meal can have no purpose of its own; in fact, we do. not see, Or 


hear of, any purpose that the Meal may have. Under the circumstances, if 
the Act of offering into Fire were to be taken as subserving some pur- 
pose for the Meal, that Act itself would have to be regarded as pur- 


poseless (aimless, useless). [Thus in this case, if we insist upon the direct | 


‘signification of the Accusative ending as indicating the predominant fac- 
tor, we find that a Vedic injunction becomes useless.}—And yet as a matter: 
of fact, the act of offering into Fire is one that actually serves as an in- 
direct. (remote) aid to the Primary Act of the Jyotistoma, and as such 
must be useful; and this usefulness of the act in question follows from 
_ the fact of the text occurring in. the context of the Jyotistoma; hence it 
cannot be said that the Act is. useless ;. specially it is something needed 


by the text laying down the entire method of procedure of the Primary 


Act (Jyotistoma).—* [What you say regarding the act. of offering into Fire 
: may be said regarding the Meal also] ;—the Meal also, being mentioned in 
the same context, may have its use (and as such may be treated as the 


predominant factor). Who says that: the M eal has no use: ‘itis: certainly 


. of usa; but it is of use only as tending to the fulfilment of the act of offering 


o Anto Fare (for which a material is necessary),—and not in any other manner. 


—* But the Meal also is needed. by the text laying down the entire method 
of t proceduro i of m Friniary Act (Jyotisjoma). e answer to this is that 
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a material substance is not what is needed by the method of procedure ; 
what the Method of Procedure needs is only a detail of the method; and it 
is the act of offering into Fire, and not the material substance Meal, which is 
a detail of the Method.—* But when the offering into Fire is done with the 
Meal, a transcendental potency would result from the Meal,” —There is no 
authority for this.— The Accusative ending would be the requisite author- 
ity.”’-—-The Accusative ending does not indicate the fact of the act of offering 
into Fire subserving the purposes of the Meal.—*‘ As the Meal itself serves no 
useful purpose, the act of offering into Fire would naturally subserve the pur- 
pose of the Meal, as thus would the Meal become related to the act of offer- 
ing into Fire; as it is only when the offering into Fire has been made that the 
Meal (offered) becomes related to the act of offering into Fire.”—If the Meal 
is something useless, then it is not possible for the act of offering into Fire to 
subserve the purpose of the Meal. The mere declaration of the act sub- 
serving the purposes of the Meal would be of no use either to the Agent or 
to the Sacrifice ; so that it would still remain useless; because merely on the . 
strength of the said declaration, it would not be possible to assume its use to 
either (the Agent or the Sacrifice).—Under the circumstances, we conclude 
that what the word with the Accusative ending (‘ sakétin’) does is only to 
indicate the connection of the Meal-(saktu) with the act of offering into 
Fire; and whenever a material substance becomes related to an act, it can 
_ be so related only in a subordinate capacity, because it is an accomplished 
entity (and as such must be subservient to the act to be accomplished) ;— 
and being so subordinate, it should be spoken of by a word with the Instru- 
mental ending (‘ saktubhih juhoti’);—that is why it is asserted that in the 
- text ‘ sakitin juhoti’, the Accusative ending has been used in place of the 
Instrumental. . . a 
This is what is meant by the word ‘tadarthatvat’ (in the Sutra), which 
means that, inasmuch as the Meal subserves the purposes of the Act of 
offering into Fire, it cannot be regarded as the predominant factor, even 
though it is spoken of by a word with the Accusative ending. It is only 
thus that the declaration (‘ sakitin juhoti’) could serve a useful purpose ; 
and when it is found to serve a useful purpose, it cannot be said to be Haelen 
or aimless. 
Tt is in this same manner ‘that material substances, like the Cake, be- 
come subservient to the sacrifice and thereby serve a useful purpose. 
Such being the case, the ‘preparation’ (sanctification) of the material 
‘substances also comes to serve a useful purpose.—If it be urged that “it 
‘serves no visible purpose ’’,—then the answer is that, in that case it could 
‘be taken as serving an invisible (transcendental) purpose; because we find — 
“seven in ordinary life that there is invisible ‘preparation’ (sanctification) 
also; for instance, when men come from other villages, the Fire is carried 
< round, which is- said -to þe: productive of an invisible (transcendental). 


o beneficial effect; and there can “he: no  insongruity, i in what is. actually found 
in ordinary experience. 0. P 


- The use. of this arikan i a follows R T gunheetinn with the 


oo Var unapraghasa sacrifices: (which have the. Dashapurnaméasa. as their arches 


k type) it is laid down that * The sruks should be made of the Shami-wood, or: 
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of gold’; in the Archetypal Sacrifice, the Apūrva is brought about by the 


‘scouring’ of the Sruks made of several kinds of.wood; hence at the Varuna- 
praghdsa, according to the Pirvapaksa, Sruks made of several kinds of wood 


should have to be brought up for the purpose of ‘scouring’ (which is the 
predominant factor to which the Sruk is subservient, according to the 
Piirvapaksa); while according to the Siddhdnia (by which the scouring is. 


subservient to the Sruk), only the Sruks made of Shami-wood or of gold 
have to be scoured. (b) Similarly, the Paridhi having been enjoined as to. 
be made ‘with spokes’, Paridhis made of Palasha-wood would have to be 
made for the purpose of being ‘ scoured’, according to the Pirvapaksa; while 
according to the Siddhdnta only Paridhis with spokes should have to be 
‘ scoured ’,—(c) Again, in connection with the Avabhrtha, according to the 


- Pirvapaksa, the fire would have to be produced for the purpose of being | 


‘stirred’ while according to the Siddhdnta, the Water only should have to 


be ‘ stirred ’.—(d) Lastly, we read that at the Sattrmshatsamvatsara sacrifice, © 


the Savaniya cakes are to be ‘made of meat’; and according to the 
Puirvapaksa, cakes of flour would have to be got ready for the purpose of 
being ‘ cireumambulated by the Fire’, while according tothe Siddhanta, the 
circumambulating by the Fire’ should be done to the meat-cakes themselves. 


[This explanation of the use of the Adhikarana has not been accepted by 


Kumérila, who has supplied a different explanation. See Tantravartika—Trans., . 


pp. 538-541.) 


| 
| 
i 
A 


ADHIKARANA (5): The ‘ primary’ character of the Stuti 
and Shastra Hymns. 
SUTRA (13). 
[PUrvapransa|—‘‘ Tos ‘ Storr’ AND ‘SHASTRA’ HYMNS ARE SANCTI- 


FICATORY IN THEIR CHARACTER, —LIKE THE ‘ YAJYA’ HYMNS — 
AS THEY ARE INDICATIVE OF DEITIES ”. 
Bhasya. 

[It has been declared under Sitras 7 and 8 that those acts are to be regarded 
as ‘subsidiary’ which are preparatory or productive of material substances, and 
that those that are not so preparatory or productive are ‘primary’ acts. It is by 
way of an exception to this general principle that we have the present Adiikarana. 
— Siotra’ is the name given to the hymns consisting of Mantras that are set to 

music and sung; and ‘Shastra’ is the name given to those consisting of Mantras 
that are not set to music or sung.] ; 

We have the texts—(a) ‘ Pra-ugam shathsati’, (b) < Niskévalyam sham-. 
sati’ [each of these enjoining the reciting of a Shastra-hymn] ;—and (e) 
< Ajyaih stuvaté’, (d) ‘Prsthaih stuvaté’ [each of which enjoins the reciting 
of a Stotra-hymn].—These hymns are descriptive of qualities, and are sung 
(as Stotra) or recited (as Shastra); an example of such hymns we have the 
Mantra ‘ Indrasya tu viryani pravocham, ete.’ (Rgveda 1. 36..1) [which pene 

of the good qualities of Indra}. 
_ Now, with regard to this Mantra descriptive of the good qualities (of 


ees Indra), there arises the question—Is this subsidiary (and subordinate) to 
: _ the deity, or is it ‘ primary’ in character ? 


On. this question, we have the following Pūrvapaksa —“ The Stotra and | 
‘Shastra hymns are sanctificatory acts ;—why ?—because they are indicative 
of deities; i.e. when the mantras descriptive of certain qualities are recited, 
they point to the deity possessing those qualities; if it were not so, it would 


o not be descriptive of qualities; in fact, there is a clear indication of the deity 


in this case; and through this indication of the Deity, there is a clear aid 
imparted to the act of sacrifice (to that deity), which act thus becomes 
accomplished.__For these reasons, the acts under question should be re- 
garded as sanctificatory in their character, ‘like the Yajyd mantras’ ; that is, 
just as the mantras spoken of in the text ‘Y ajyamanvaha-Puronuvakya- 
manila,” are descriptive of qualities and serve the useful purpose of indi- 
- eating deities, so also the hymn under discussion vr 


‘SUTRA (14). 

[Smpiwra}—Bur IN THAT OASE THE MANTRA WOULD BE TAKEN | 
‘AWAY FROM 1TS SPHERE BY THE PURPOSE (SERVED BY IT): 
BECAUSE IT WOULD BE. SUBSERVIENT TO THE NAME 
OF THE DEITY ‘MENTIONED IN IT. 


If. ‘the reciting of the Stotra and Shastra) hymn were a eyes Aa act, | 
“then it? would ie taken away mon: its e by: the purpose i served by it’ 


J connection with the enjoined sacrifice 
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beeause it would be subservient to the name of the deity which is men- 
tioned in the manira; i.e. the mantra would be subservient to the purposes 
of the Deity; and as, in that case the Deity would be the predominant 
factor, the mantra would have to be taken away to that sacrifice where 
that Deity would be the recipient of the offering ; ; and this would go against 
the indications of ‘Order’ and ‘ Position’ (whereby the mantra has to be 
used at a different sacrifice).—For these reasons the view set forth in the 
Parvapakea is open to objection, and as such, should be rejected.—‘‘ Which 
is the particular manira (in connection with which the contingency pointed 
- out would arise) ? ”—It is the mantra ‘ Abhi tuvā shiira, ete.’ (Mā. Sa. 27. 35) 
which is called the ‘Aindra Pragdtha’ (Hymn sacred to Indra) ;—this 
manira, though occurring in proximity to (in the context of) the sacrificing 
of the Mahendra Cup {eup dedicated to Mahéndra), would have to be taken 
away to that saerifice where Indra (not Mahéndra) would be the deity. 


SUTRA (15). 


[Ossuction]—“ Bur (IN THE INSTANCE CITED) THE WORD WOULD 
SERVE THE PURPOSE OF POINTING TO A QUALIFICATION ; 
JUST LIKE THE WORD ‘VASHA’ (‘ BARREN ’)’’. 


Bhasya. 


[Says the ‘Pairvapaksin]—“ We shall not reject the Paérvapaksa view,; in 
fact, we reiterate the view that the reciting of the Stotra and Shastra hymns 
is a sanctificatory act, simply because the mantras are indicative of deities.— 
As regards the argument that ‘under this view the Aindra Pragdtha (mantra ` 
‘ Abhi tvā shiira, etc.’) would have to be taken away from its sphere’,—our 
answer is that there would be no such contingency ; because even the word 
‘indra’ would denote the deity Mahendra; as it is the same deity Indra — 
who, when qualified by the quality of greatness (mahdn), is called * Mahendra’. 
[and Mahendra would not be a different deity from Indra]; in fact, the term 
‘ indra’ (as occurring in the compound word. ‘ Mahendra’) clearly denotes 
the particular deity (Indra), and the term mahat’ (as occurring in the same 
compound) as clearly denotes the quality of Greainess [so that the name 

< mahendra’ only means the Great Indra]; just as in the case of the terms 
‘ Raja” (King), Maharaja’ (Great King)—and < Brahmana’, .« Maha- 
brahmana’ (Great Braéhmana) .—This case would be analogous to that of the. 


term ‘vasha’, ‘barren’ ; in the text ‘ SG vā asd sarvadevatyd yat ajdvasha— 7 


vayavyamalabheta’ (‘This barren-goat is ‘sacted to all deities—one should 
kill it as an offering to Vayu’; iT. 8. 3. A. 3. 2),—the term < aja vasha? - 
- (‘barren-goat’) points to the- same ‘goat? which. has. been. -mentioned in 
-similarly where the qualified deity = 
would be. understood as the deity 
term (i.e. * indra’ ). Thus then, 
be manira from its sphere (as urged 


(Mahendra, Great Indra) is enjoined 
denoted by the term without the gr 

there ro uld be: no ‘taking awa 
iadhantin, under Sa. 14)" ie 
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SUTRA (16). 
[AnswmR] THAT CANNOT BE; AS IT FORMS AN INTEGRAL PART OF 
THE VEDIC TEXT. 
 Bhāgya. 


What has been urged by the Pūrvapaksin is not possible ;—in the case 
of the term ‘ mahendra-graha’ (‘the cup dedicated to Mahendra’), that the 


‘cup’ meant is ‘ that of which Indra is the Deity’ could be signified only by. 


the presence of the nominal affix (in the term ‘ ma@hendra’); but as a matter of 

fact, this nominal affix would not be possible if what is denoted by the term 
- sindra” (as occurring in the compound ‘ mahendra’) stood in need of being 
construed along with the greatness (denoted by the term ‘mahat’ as occur- 
ring in the compound ‘ mahendra’); {what is meant is that the word ‘ mahen- 
dra’ cannot be taken in its literal sense of ‘great-Indra’, as if so taken, it 
would be incapable of taking the nominal affix in its compounded form; as 
in the operation of compounds, as also in that of nominal affixes, the capa- 
bility of the terms concerned is essential; if then the term ‘mdhendra’ were 
explained as ‘mahdn indro devaid yasya’, “that of which the Great-Indra 
is the deity”, then this essential ‘capability’ would be wanting; because 
if the chief stress is laid upon the factor of ‘ greatness’ as needed by ‘ Indra’, 
then the word ‘indra’ would become ‘incapable’ of taking the nominal 


affix, which would have to go with ‘mahat’, an impossibility. —If, on the 
other hand, stress were laid upon the nominal affix, then there would be no | 


connection with ‘ greatness’.—Tantravartika—Trans., pp. 544-545]. Nor on 


the other hand, would it be possible to have the compound by connecting © 


the term tindra’: with ‘mahat’, if the former stood in need of, and were 
taken along with, the nominal affix. -[That is to say, if the word ‘indra’ is. 
first taken along with the nominal affix, it takes the broadened form. 
‘aindra’; then as regards the quality of ‘greatness’ denoted by the term 
‘mahat’, it could have no connection with the term ‘indra’ which occupies 
only a secondary position in the term ‘aindra’; so that the term ‘mahat’ 
‘would have to go with ‘aindra’, not with ‘indra’, and the resultant form 
- would be ‘mahaindra’” not * i mahendra’, and the qualification of ‘ greatness’ 
would have no connection with Indra.—Tantravartika—Trans., p. 546].— 
. Thus then, if the term ‘indra’ is taken up with the nominal affix, it can 
have no connection with ‘greatness’, while if it is taken up with ‘ greatness’ 


and compounded with it, it can have no connection with the nominal affix. 


-p That is, if the functioning of the compound and that of the Nominal Affix 


> were explained separately, one after the other, then, inasmuch as the 
- terms would have to be repeated: oftentimes, it would involve a syntactical 


split. —Pantravartika—Trans., p..546] —Nor is it possible to have’ a single 


a < eonstruction including the functioning < of the compound as. well as that of 
; the Nominal Affix (as mahān indro. dēvatā . yasya *); as that would involve the 
incongruity that the same Indra would, in one instance, be ‘something not- 


o already predicated and thus connect itself for the sake of. its own. predi- 


a pation, with the. nominal afix, and in the other, it would be something 2 
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already predicated and hence only rotereod to for the purpose of being con-, 
nected with greatness. 

Then again, as a matter of fact, the object Mahéndra—the Great-Indra 
(as the deity to whom the cup is dedicated)—is something quite distinct 
from Indra, who is the deity to whom the offering is made; so that both 
of them could not be spoken of by means of the word ‘ mahéndra’ uttered 
only once. 

From all this it follows that the deity Mahéndra is not the same as 
Indra qualified by greatness; and in the term ‘mahéndra’, the nominal affix 
is added to the term ‘mahéndra’; from this also it follows that the basic 
noun (‘mahéndra’) has a distinct connotation of its own as one composite 
whole, and its connotation does not consist of the connotation of its compo- 
nent parts (‘mahdn’ and ‘ Indra’).—Thus the conclusion being that Mahén- 
dra is a deity distinct from Indra, the Anindra-Pragdtha would have to be 
taken away from its sphere (as urged in Sūtra 14, above). Consequently 
the Pirvapaksa view has got to be rejected. 

It has been arguéd that the name ‘ Mahéndra’ as applied to Indra 
signifies the greatness that accrued to him after his killing Vrttra ;—as clearly 
declared in the text ‘He who killed Vrttra became great’ (Ai. Bra. 3. 21).— 
But if this were so, then it would involve the incongruity of the Veda being — 
regarded as having a beginning in time [i.e. the argument would imply that 
the Vedic text quoted came to be written after Indra had killed Vrttra]. 

‘From all this we conclude that Indra is distinct from Mahéndra. 


SUTRA (17). 
ALSO BECAUSE THE TWO NAMES ARE MENTIONED SEPARATELY. 
Bhasya. , 
‘We find a separate mention of the two names, in the two mantras—(a) 
‘ Bahudugdhindraya dévébhyo havth’ (T. B. 3. 2. 38), and (b) ‘ Bahudugdhi 
mahéndraya dévébhyo havth’ (Mā. Sh. 8. 1. 1. 3, 29). From this also it 
follows that the two are distinct deities; if they were one and the same, 


then these two mantras would have been optional alternatives ae they 
are pepe sae : 


SŪTRA (18). | 
a MENTION OF THE | QUALIFICATION ALSO WOULD BE USELESS, 
Bhasya. 


. When the Tnjunetive word itself provides the notion that tears: is the 
) deity of the particular sacrifice, what would be the use of mentioning the 
_qualification—that * greatness ’ ig. the quality, of Indra [according to the - 
_ view that Mahéndra is the same a: | Indra. qualified by. greatness] ?—In fact, 
i whenever a deity i is indicated, it is only: r the. purpose of showing how the rie 
offering i is to be made to that deity; a d the offering is made to the Deity 
even when its qualification is menti med, and it is made to the same deity, - 
“even when the qualification i is not mentioned; so that the mention: of the 
“qualification can serve no useful pr po BI it. be argued that the: idea 
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‘conveyed by thé mention of the qualification is that “ that Indra who is related 
to this cup is great ’’,—then, that also cannot be right; because (apart from 


the text in question itself) any connection between the cup and Indra is- 


entirely unknown; and hence no qualification could be mentioned in refer- 
ence to that which is not known. Further, any connection between the 
qualification (and Indra) also being unknown, any characterisation (of 
Indra) by means of that qualification is not possible——For this reason also 
Mahéndra should be a totally different deity from Indra. TE 


SUTRA (19). 


So ALSO THE MENTION OF THE TWO ‘ YAIJYA’ AND SAWE ‘ PuRO- 
RUCH’ MANTRAS. 


Bhäsya. 


It is ae in accordance with the Siddhadnia view that the distinctive 
mention of the two ‘ Yajya-Puronuvakyd’ mantras becomes justifiable; for 
instance, the mantras, ‘Endra sdnasim rayim, ete? (Taittiriya Samhita 

3. 4. 11. 3) constitute the two ‘Y ajya-Puronuvakyé” mantras sacred to 
Indra; and the mantras ‘Mahan indro ya ojasd, etc.’ (Rgveda 5. 8. 9) con- 
stitute the ‘ Ya7yd-Puronuvakyd’ sacred to Mahéndra. If Indra and Mahén- 
dra were one and the. same, these two sets of mantras would have to be 
regarded ‘as optional alternatives; so that under one. alternative course, one 
set would be rejected. 

[Ashvalayana, Shrauta-sutra 1. 5. 10. 5. 4, states that there are seven rk— 
verses included under the name ‘ Puroruch’; no such rke are found in the Rgveda 
Samhita, ‘There is a separate Adhyaya called ‘ Nivid-Kuntiipa’ which contains the 
Puroruch verses; ‘but these are not in any way connected with the Yajya@; while 
- the Puroruch verses are to be recited on the occasion of the repetition of what is 
known as the ‘ Pra-uga Shastra’. -Hence the commentators have interpreted the 
name‘ puroruch’ as standing for ‘ puronuvakya’.— Kunte : Saddarshanachintanika.] 


SUTRA (20). 
AS REGARDS THE TERM ‘VASHÄ’ (BARREN), WHAT IS EXPRESSED BY 
IT ACTUALLY FORMS PART OF THE SACRIFICE. — 
Bhasya. 


It has’ been urged (by the Pirvapaksin, anlar Sa. 15) that though the 
animal laid down in connection with the enjoined act is the ‘barren-goat’, 


yet in actual practice it is the mere (unqualified) goat that is used [so that 


there is no distinction made between the ‘goat’ and the ‘ barren goat’; 
similarly there is no distinction between.‘ Indra’ and ‘M ahéndra,’ |. —That is 
only right because in the case of the term < ‘vashi’, we perceive that what is 


‘denoted actually does form an integral. part of the sacrificial act; as is clear. 
from the text ‘ ‘Chhagasya vapaya médasonubriht’ (cf. Taittiriya Brahmana 
a 6 8); from which it is clear that- the’ *vashé’ (barren-goat) is the | 


2 — same aa the“ ‘ chhaga’ (goat). -Thus then, it-is clear that if the Stotra and 


> Shastra are merely Dr thon the Aindra Fragata has: to be 


| 
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taken gway from its sphere; for this reason they should be regarded as 
‘primary’. 


SUTRA (21). 


{Ossection]—‘‘[THERE MAY BE A TAKING AWAY OF THE HYMN] 
TO WHERE (MERE INDRA MAY BE THE DEITY); BUT THAT 
SHOULD BE SO, IF IT SERVES A USEFUL PURPOSE.” 


Bhiisya. 


The particle ‘vd’ (‘but’) sets aside the view expressed above.—* In 
reality the Stotra and Shastra are sanctificatory acts. As for the taking 
away of the Aindra-Pragdtha,—let it be carried over to the sacrifice where 
Indra is the deity ; [it is only right that it should be so], as it is only right 
that what is indicated by the Indicative Power of the words of the text 
should set aside what is indicated by Order and Position.” 


SUTRA (22). 


[ANSWER]—THIS SHOULD NOT BE SO IN THE CASE OF SUCH MANTRAS 
AS ARE DIRECTLY LAID DOWN IN THE VEDA. 


Bhasya. 


As a matter of fact, in the case of many Mantras, we find that, if they 
are taken away from their sphere, they serve no useful purpose in the sphere 
- to which they are carried over,—and that if so carried over, they become 
entirely useless. Such is the case with the Mantras mentioned in the fol- 

lowing texts:—(a) ‘ Yadmydh shamsanti’, (b) ‘Shipivistavatim shamsanti’: 
(ce) ‘Pitrdevatydh shamsati’, (d) ‘ Agnimdruté’, (e) chee: stiktam’, 
(f) ‘Aksasikiam’, (g) ‘ Mūsikäsüktam’” and such others. 

[The mantras referred to here are to be recited on the occasion of the. third 
Soma-Eztraction of the Aynistoma sacrifice. They constitute the Agnimanota-shusira 
described in the Aitareya Brahmana (3. 35).. In the case of the Mantras spoken of as 
‘yamyah’ in the text ‘ YamyGh shamsanti’, it is found that, inasmuch as Yama is 

‘not the deity of the other Cups,—if the mantras laid down in that context were to 
be taken away.from there, they could not point to that deity; and as in that case 
the very injunction of these would become useless, it would be necessary to admit 
the fact of their leading to transcendental results. ] i 


SUTRA (23). 
[Ossection]|—“ Bur IT 18 ACTUALLY SEEN a 
-  Bhāgşya. 


[Says i fhè Opponent]—“ What we assert is ; that all the manir as referred 
-to have their use (even on being taken away from their own. context) :— 
$ for instance, (a) the Mandika- hymn is of use in connection. with the Fire 
(which has to be drawn in with the said hymn),—(b) the Aksa-hymn is of 
use at the Rajasiiya, (where. the gambling is done with the Aksa, Dice),— 
< (e) the Musika-hymn is of use at th Ekadashini [where the Manira“ Akhusié, 
ete. sologiaes. a certain apot he mantras have their use at the ' 
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_ Vachastoma, as declared in the text ‘Sarvd rchah sarvani yajiimsi sarvant 
sämäni vachastomé’ ;—(e) similarly the Pdriplava-Akhydna is of use at the 
Ashvamédha ;-~{f) in connection with the Ashvina sacrifice it is said— 
‘ Fasyäshvinë shasyamané suiryo nodiyādapi sarvā däshatayiranubrūyät {i.e 
‘in case the sun does not rise when the Ashvina Shastra is being recited all 
the Rk. verses should be recited by way of expiation ’—Tantravartika—Trans., 
p. 559].—From all this it is clear that Mantras carried away from their 
context do serve distinctly useful purposes.—Consequently the reciting of 
the Stotra and Shastra hymns should be regarded as sanctificatory in 
character ”. 


SUTRA (24). 


[ANSWER}—IN REALITY HOWEVER, ON ACCOUNT OF THE ACTUAL 
PRESENCE (OF THE GENITIVE, LOCATIVE AND OTHER 
ENDINGS) IN THE VEDA, THE ‘STOTRA’ AND THE 
‘SHASTRA’ APPEARING IN THEIR OWN CONTEXT 
SHOULD LAY DOWN THE COMING ABOUT 
OF THE TRANSCENDENTAL POTENCY 
[AND HENCE SHOULD BE RE- 

GARDED AS ‘ PRIMARY’ IN 
THEIR CHARACTER]. 


Bhasya. 


In reality the reciting of the ‘ stotra’ and.‘ shastra’ must be regarded as 
< primary ` acts ;—why ?—because of ‘ the presence in the Veda, etc.’—In. the 
Vedic texts we find the presence of ‘the Locative ending ;—for mstance, 
‘ Kavatisu. stuvaté’, ‘ Shipivistavatisu stuvaté’ (cf. Taitti. Sarn. 7. 5. 5, 2) ;— 
here the presence of the Locative ending (in ‘kavatisu’ or < shipistavatisw’) 
would be justifiable only if the mantra were taken as purely eulogistic, and 
as such subsisting in the letters composing the Mantra; on the other hand, 
if it were indicative of the Deity, then the Kavatis (Sima. S. 1. 169) should 
have been spoken of as the instrument (by means of the Instrumental mnome, 
and not with the Locative ending. > _ 


There is another ‘ presence in the Veda’, of such texts as ‘Pra-ugam 
` shamsati’, ‘ Niskevalyam shamsati’ ; which shows that the mantras spoken of 
are to be used for the purpose of praising; and words descriptive of qualities 
used for the purpose of praising would bring about a becom iaca ome result ; 
and as such the reciting of these should be regarded as‘ primary’. 
1a o There is. yet. another * presence in the Veda * of the Genitive case-ending ; 
e.g. in the text ‘ Indrasya tu virydni pravocham, etc.’ (Taitti. Bra. 2. 5. 4. 1). 
‘Here the. name of the deity (Indra). has. ‘been mentioned for the purpose 
n of connecting a with the- eulogy contained in the manira; if it were 
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the deity itself); as we find in the case of the text ‘Indro ydto-vasitasya 
raja, etc. (Rgveda 1. 32. 15).”’—Not so, we reply; because such words also 
would serve the purpose of praising, by virtue of their syntactical position 
in the sentence.—‘‘ But the indicative power of the words would be more 
powerful than their syntactical connection.”—True; but what. we PSSE 
would also be pointed to by the indicative power of the words,—this ‘ power’ 
consisting in the capacity of the word to supply the requirements of the 
eulogistic sentence which is wanting in certain respects.—‘‘ Even so, when 
both the conclusions are pointed to by the indicative power of words, how 
could the truth be determined ?”*—-From the supplementary passages, it is 
clear that the word is not expressive of the Deity.—If the word were intend- 
ed to be expressive of the Deity, then the sentence conveying the sense of 
praise would remain defective and purposeless.—From all this it follows 
that the sentence conveying the sense of praise serves the purpose of bring- 
ing about a transcendental result, and consequently the reciting of the Stoma 
and Shastra hymns is a ‘primary’ act. 

Further, the words ‘ stawti? and ‘ shamsati’ are dirsctly expressive of 
good qualities, and it is only through indirect indication that they could 
point to deities. Therefore [as this latter view involves recourse to indirect 
indication], the hymns should be taken as ‘laying down the coming about 
of the transcendental potency—A pirva’—[and as such should be regarded 
as ‘primary’ in their character]. 


SUTRA (25). 


ALSO BECAUSE THE DISTINCTNESS IS IMPLIED BY THE WORDS 
(OF THE VEDA). : 


Bhasya. 


A a matter of fact, distineiness i is implied by the words of the Veda; | 


for instance, we have the Vedic text speaking of ‘the Agnistoma sacrifice ag 
accompanied by twelve Stotra and Shastra hymns’; if those hymns were 
not distinct, their number could never be Twelve; as the act of reciting or 
singing of the stotras and shastras would be one only. If, on the other hand, 
distinctness is admitted, then the number ‘ twelve’ becomes secured, 

[If each of the hymns were not meant to be distinct, and if all of them 
were taken as equally serving the one purpose of indicating the deity for the 
sacrifice, then, there would be no point in mentioning the number ‘twelve’. 

If, in order to justify the mention of this number ‘twelve Z each word of 
the hymns were taken as indicating a distinct deity, then . the number 


of such deities would be innumerable, not. only ‘twelve’.—On the other 
hand, if the reciting of the Hymns is a. ‘primary’ act, then the reciting 
of each hymn would. bring about a distinct Apirva; and if the number of - 


these Apiruas is <twelve’, the number of. the Hymns also should ss 
‘twelve’, as each action leading to a definite result is counted as. ‘one.’ 


-o And as regards the question as to what act can lead to an Apūrva, the Veda 


is our sole authority; and | according to the Veda, . from the point that 
the reciting commences to the point where it halts, it is to be regarded - as 


one act; and from the point of. f the Terstarting of the a Testing 4 to the point, ot- 


198 | SHABARA-BHASYA : 


the next halt, it would be the second act; and so on, in the case in question, 
the number of these recitings is twelve, as leading to twelve Apirvas. In 
this case there is no justification for taking each single verse as a distinct 
act, by which the number of acts would become 1 more than ‘twelve’.— 
Tantravarttka—Trans., p. 562]. 
SUTRA (26). 
THEN AGAIN, THE MENTION. OF IT (AGAIN) WOULD BE USELESS. 
Bhasya. ; 


In connection with the Agnistut, we have the text ‘ Agnéyd vai grahd 
bhavanti’; and then again, we have the further text ‘ Agnéyisw shameanti, 
dgnéyisu. sbuvanti’. Now this latter text lays down the reciting of the 
Stotra and Shastra in connection with certain things connected with Agni 
(Agnéyt); the reciting herein laid down would be useless (superfluous), 
if the reciting were a sanctificatory act (and indicated only deities). For . 
this reason also the recitings should be regarded as ‘ primary ° acts. 


SUTRA (27.) 
THE THING ITSELF IS RECOGNISED TO BE DIFFERENT. 
 Bhasya. 


_ In the Veda we find the text ‘Sambaddhé vai stotrashastré va’; now 
this ‘ sambandha,’ connection, relationship, between the ‘stotra’ and ‘ shastra’ 
is possible only if the ‘ stotra’ is something different from the ‘ shastra’ ;—and 
the ‘ stotra’ can be something different from the ‘ shastra’ only if each of- 
them is indicative of an Apiirva; otherwise (if both signified the single 
deity, Indra), the ‘ stotra’ would be the same thing as the ‘ shastra’. 


SUTRA (23). 
Tane IS SIGNIFICATION ALSO, AS IN THE CASE OF OTHER 
(PRIMARY) ACTS. 
Bhasya. 


In the texts in question, ‘ Pra-ugam.shathsati’, ‘ Niskevalyam shamsati’, 
_there is ‘signification (of a primary act), by the Accusative ending (in 
‘pra-ugam’ and ‘ sipbevadyarn): : 


i SUTRA (29). 
| ‘Tames Is FULFILMENT ‘OF RESULTS ALSO _uasonap). 


- Bhāsya: 

“We find in ‘the Veda nig: the 
eig from. the act of reciting ti 
such mantras as * Stutasya stutamasi’ 
3 moi, Mpheiaht pinion: sü un 


oA tion of the fulfilment of hentia, 
stotra” and ‘ shastra’ hymns) ;—e.g. i in 
<3: 2. 7. 1): < Indravanio mané- 
satyäshiryajñasya bhūyāt’ :(Taittirīya 
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Samhita 1. 6. 4. 2), we find a reference to the results that follow from the 
reciting of the Stotra hymns,—not to those following from the Deity.—For 
this reason also the recitings of the Stotra and the Shastra are ‘ primary’ 

acts. 
Elsewhere in. the aera Disoates X (Pada iv, Sūtra 49)—we 


have dealt with the purpose served by this Adhikarana,—where it has been ` 


shown that the deities of the Cups being distinct, the Agent is entitled to the 
performance (of the act of reciting) only when the reciting of the Stoira and 
the Shastra is a ‘primary’ act. 


[Kuméarila. (Lantravartika—Trans., pp. 547-556) has eina exception to the 


above exposition of the Adhikarana. His contention is that ‘ Indra’ and < Mahin- 
dra’ are names of the same deity (p. 552), as in the compound ‘ Mahéndra’, the two 
terms ‘mahat’ and ‘indra’ do not, as the Bhasya says, function simultaneously ; 
and by the gradual functioning of these two terms what the term ‘mahindra’ 
denotes is Indra qualified by greatness. Thus the main position of the Pirvapakea 
being sound, it is necessary to have recourse to another line of argumentation for the 


effective refutation of that Pirvapaksa. This line of argumentation, representing ` 


Kumiarila’s Siddhanta, may be thus summed up:—As a matter of fact, the Deity 
enters into the sacrifice, not in his material form, but only in its verbal form,—the 
form in which he is mentioned in the Vedic Injunction; henée, inasmuch as, in the 
particular act in question, the deity has been mentioned in the injunction in the 


- form of ‘ Mahéndra’, the deity for this act must be Mahéndra, not simply. _Indra,— . 
‘even if the two are names of the same Deity. In this sense, and to this extent, 


Mahéndra and Indra are to be regarded as distinct deities.] 


e ES E EE OBS 


ADHIKARANA (6): M antras are not injunctive. 
SUTRA (30). 


[PŪRVAPAKŞA]—“ THE INJUNCTION AND THE MANTRA MUST HAVE 
THE SAME PURPORT, AS IT IS THE SAME WORD THAT OCCURS 
IN BOTH.” 


Bhasya. 


[It has been held above, in Adhikarana (1) that Verbs serve to enjoin action and 
aApirva; and we have dealt with the division of acts into ‘Primary’ and ‘ Subsi- 
diary’. We now revert to the original subject, and proceed to consider if. all verbs 
occurring in the Veda—in the injunctive passages, ete., and in Mantra texts-—are in- 
Junctine ; as the purpose of the Discourse is oly to differentiate among such actions 
as are enjoined by Vedic texts.] 

There is the text— Na jā nashanti na dabhati taskaro nisdm ā mitro 
vyathirāä dadhargati.—Derämshcha ydbhiryajaté dadati cha jyog ittäbhih sa cha 
tē gopatih saha’ (Taittiriya Brahmana 2. 4. 6. 11):—The terms to be considered 
in the present Adhikarana are ‘ yajaté’ and ‘ daddti* contained in this mantra ; 

` —and the question that arises is—are the verbs (like ‘ yajaté’ and ‘ daddti’) 
~ occurring. in the manira injunctive in the same way as those occurring in 
- Bréhmana-texts ? . 

The Pérvapaksa on this question is as follows :— The verb, occurring in 
the Bradhmana-injunction and in the mantra, should have one and the same 
meaning,— as it is the same word that occurs in both’; and under the circum- 
stances, it is not possible that the same word occurring in the Brdhmana 
should be injunctive, while occurring in the Manéra it should be unable to 
enjoin things.—Hence the Mantra also should be regarded as injunctive.” 


SUTRA (31). 


[Srppiwra]—In REALITY, INASMUCH AS THE MANTRA FUNCTIONS 
ONLY DURING THE PERFORMANCE. OF AN AOT, IT SHOULD BE 
l EXPRESSIVE OF MERE ASSERTION. 


Bhasya. 


The phrase ‘api vd’ (‘in reality’) serves to set aside the Piirvapaksa 
= -view.—Words like, those quoted ‘ should. be expressive of mere assertion’ ~— 

: because ‘the Mantra functions only during the performance of an act’; that 
is, it is only while the sacrifice is being performed that the mantra (quoted 
| above) is able to funotion ;—and this function is to ‘assert ’—speak of, not 
to enjoin—the acts of Goddna (giving. of the cow) and Goydga (cow-sacrifice) ; p 
—why so ?—-because both these acts are already enjoined elsewhere,— (a) the 
giving of the cow in course of the injunction of the Sacrificial Fee (which i ine 

G cludes the Cow) ‘and the e. popiancrifice s at the arene Isti.—“ But the — 
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act as enjoined in the Mantra would be different from those enjoined else- 
where ’”’.—That is not possible; because even though the word (the name of 
the act) be repeated several times, the idea conveyed by it is always one and 
the same.—-If the manira were taken as expressing commendation (like Artha- 
vada), then it would be superfluous, as the Sacrifice has already been en- 
joined by an injunction aided by another commendatory text (Arthavdda). 
—For these reasons the verb occurring in Mantras quoted above cannot be 
injunctive. 

[Kumārila has taken exception to the above exposition of the Adhikarana, on 
grounds for which see Taniravartika—Trans., pp. 566-567. According to him, there is 
no necessity for introducing any mantra in this discussion; and the Adhikarana is to be 
expounded as follows :--Verbs have been declared to be injunctive of acts, and acts 
have been divided into ‘primary’ and ‘subsidiary’; the question that arises now 


is—Are these,—(1) the enjoining of the primary act, and (2) the enjoining of the 


subsidiary act—the only functions of the verb? Or is there any other also ?—The 
Pirvapakea view is that there is no third function.—The Siddhanta view is that in 


-addition to the aforesaid function, there is yet another function of the verb,—that 


of simple assertion, which function takes place where the injunctive function is pre- 
cluded by the presence of another injunctive word.] 

[Prabhakara’s exposition of this Adhikarana is thus summed up in the Brhati— 
From the very nature of Maniras it is clear that they cannot be taken as Injunc- 


tions,—being, as they are, entirely devoid of any kind of injunctive word; also 
‘because all Mantras are found to be construable,—either by direct syntactical connec- 
tion or by indirect implication,—with other passages, which are injunctive. So if 


the Maniras themselves were to enjoin another action, there would be two actions 


enjoined by what is practically only ‘one sentence’.—Nor are the Mantras found to : 
contain any commendation or condemnation; so they cannot be taken as Arthavada ;— — 


with all this however, Mantras cannot be regarded as absolutely meaningless or 
useless; forming an integral part of the Veda, they must serve some useful purpose, 
‘they must have some meaning, expressing something that is needful i in the acts 
prescribed by the injunctive passages. ] 
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_ Apurmarana (7): Definition of ‘ Mantra.’ 
| SUTRA (32). 


TRE NAME ‘MANTRA’ IS APPLIED TO THOSE TEXTS THAT ARE 
EXPRESSIVE OF THE SAID (ASSERTION, OF THINGS 
CONNECTED WITH PRESCRIBED ACTS). 


Bhasya. 


It has been established that the verbs occurring in mantras are no 
injunctive. Now it is explained what a ‘mantra’ is. 

Without knowing what a ‘mantra’ is, how could the verb contained - 
therein be discussed ?—So, in reality, the present Adhikarana should have 
gone before the foregoing one. 


The question to be considered in the present Adhikarana is—-What is a 
‘mantra’ ? 

The answer to this is given in the Sitra—The name ‘ mantra’ is applied to 
those texts that are expressive of the said ‘assertion’. That is to say, it is in 
regard to those texts which express the ‘ assertion’ (spoken of in Si. 31), that 

learned men use the term ‘ mantras’,—in such statements as ‘ we are reading 

the mantras’, ‘ we are teaching the mantras’, ‘ these are mantras’ and so forth. 

This definition is only illustrative; as there are certain texts which are- 
not expressive of any assertion and are yet called ‘manira’,—e.g. the 
text ‘ Vasanidya kapifjalin alabhaté’ Kills Kapiñjalą birds for Vasanta’ 
Vv. S. 24. 20). 

It is not possible to indicate each mantra individually scattered here and 
there; hence some sort of a general definition has been provided. As there 
is the saying— Even sages can never come to the end of the enumeration of 
things individually ; but wise men come to the end of things by means of 
definitions’. [The term ‘prsthakotam’ is thus explained in the Tantravartika, 
p- 570: Without a definition, the teacher would have to indicate the mantras 
one by one, and this would be as painful a process as the curvings of the back 
undergone when several objects around one have to be looked at in different 
< directions. ] 

The following are examples of Mantras of various kinds: (a) Those 
. ending in ‘asi’, e.g. ‘ Médhosi, etc.’;—(b) those ending in ‘tvd’, e.g. ‘Ise 
` worjé, ete.” (Vajasa, Samhita 1. 1);—(c) benedictory, e.g.  Ayurdä asi, etc.” 

{T-S 1.6, 8) 5- —(d). Bulogistic, 0.2. ‘ Agnirmirdha, etc,’ (Taittiriya Samhita 

he 4.4. 4. 1)s—(e) expressive of number, e.g. * Eko mama, etc.’ (Sh. Br. 1.5.5. 125 
Re ye incoherent talk, e. go“ Aksi tē indra pingalé dulériva’ ;—(g) bewailing, 

be ambike, etc.” (Vajasa. Samhita 23. 18);—(h) directory, e.g. 

idagnin vihara, etc. (Taittirlya Sarnhita 6. 3. 2);—(2) searching, e.g. 

katamosi? (V: 8. 7, 29);—(j) questioning, e.g. * Prohchhāmi tuð, etc. 

£3. 61). 3—(&) descriptive, 6g. ‘Iyam vedth, etc.’ (Vv. S. 23. 62) ;—(Z) 
or ticat. i euteneions, e. B ; t Achehtidronn perira, etc.” (Laittiriya Samhita 


i 
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1. 1.5. 1);—(m) performance, e.g. -*Traisvaryam chdiusvaryam, etc.’ ;—(n) 
capability, i.e. power of expression.—All this (division of maniras) has been 
indicated by the Vritikdra by means of examples. 

All this also is merely illustrative (not exhaustive) ; iias are pavers 
mantras which have the word ‘asi’ in the middle (not at the end) ;—e.g. 
‘ Tdyashchasi vandyashcha vajin’ (V. S. 29. 3); also some having ‘ tvd’ in the 
middle,—e.g. ‘ Tattvdyami, etc.’—Further in the Brahmanas also we find the 


(a) Benedictory texts ;—e.g. ‘ So‘kdmayata prajah srjeya, etc.’ ;—(b) Eulogistic = 


texts also are found in the Brahmanas,—e.g. ‘ Vayurvat ksepisthddevata’ 
[Taittiriya Samhita 2. 1. 1. 1);—(c) incoherent talk,—e.g. ‘Na chattadvidmo 
bradhmand vd smo ‘brahmandh smo vã’ (Mait. S. 1. 4. 11);—(d) bewatling,— 
e.g. Yë mdaimadhuksanta te maim pratyamutichanta’ ;—(e) derectory,—e.g. 
‘Amuitah somamdhara’ ;—(f) searching,—e.g. ‘Iha vd sa tha vd, etc.’ ;—(g) 
questioning,—e.g. ‘Veda karnavatim sirmim, etc.” ;—(h) answer,—e.g. * Vidmo- 
va, etc. ;—(t) Elliptical extension,—e.g. ‘ Hrdasydgrvadyate atha sihvayd atha 
vakgasi, etc.’?;—(7) performance,—e.g. ‘ Traisvaryatichdtusvaryancha’ 3—(k) 
capabihty,—e.g. ‘ Sruvénavadyati dravésu, etc. [So that the description 
supplied by the Vritikdra is neither inclusive of all Mantras, nor exclusive 
of all non-maniras]. 

There is no necessity for stating the purpose served by propounding a 
definition, as it is well-known; in fact the knowledge of things obtained by — 


- means‘of a definition is much easier. On this point there is the following — 
‘saying—* There is no necessity to point out any purpose in the case of 


(a) objections, (b) exceptions, (c) a prima facie statement, (d) providing . 
a definition, and (e) after-thought’ ;—and the reason for this lies in the fact _ 
that (a) in the case of objections, it is necessary to answer them, for the 
sake of the conclusion arrived at in the preceding Adhikarana; (b) in the: 
case of exceptions, an explanation serves the purposes of the general rule to: 
which the exceptions have been pointed out; (c) in the case of a prima facie 
statement, there is always the desire to state the final conclusion ; and 
(e) in the case of an after-thought, an explanation serves the purposes af. the 
Adhikarana that has gone before. - 

In the Veda itself we find the word ‘ Mantra’ whose significance we 
have been discussing,—e.g. in the text-— Ahé Pun amiga maniram mË gopaya 
yamrgayasirayividä viduh rchah saémani yagimg.., (Tatttiriya Braéhmana 
1. 2. 1. 26. J B l 


ADHIKARAWA (8): What is a Brahmana ? 
SUTRA (33). 


To THE REST (OF THE VEDA) THE NAME ‘ BRAHMANA’? (IS 
APPLIED), 


Bhasya. 


[The Veda has been defined as consisting of ‘ Mantras and Braéhmanas’; 
the Manira has been defined ; the Brāhmaņa is gonned in the present 
Adhikarana. | SE 

“What is the definition of the Brähmana ?” 

‘Mantra’ and‘ Brahmana’ constitute the Veda; of these the Mantra 
having been defined, it follows naturally that all the rest of the Veda is 
Brahmana ; sọ that it is not necessary to provide a definition of the Brahmana ; 
from the definition of Mantra itself it follows that those parts of the Veda 


which do not possess the character indicated as differentiating Mantras are 


ef Braéhmana’ ; thus it is by the simple process of elimination that we come to 
know what Bradhmana is, 


‘For the benefit of students however, the Vrttikdra has supplied the | 


following details regarding the characteristic features of the Brahmana :— 
- (1) One abounding in the particle ‘iti’; (2) one containing the phrase ‘so 
they say’; (3) anecdotal; (4) stating a reason—‘ Shirpéina juhoti tena 
hyannam. kriyate’ (Shata. Brahmana 2. 5. 2. 23); (5) Explanatory,— Tad 
dadhno dadhitvam’ (Latttiriya Sam. 2. 5. 3.4); (6) Deprecatory,— Upaviia 
vä Btasydgnayah’ ; (7) Bulogistic.—* Vadyurvar ksépistha dévata’ (Taittiriya 
Samhita Z. 1. 1); (8) Doubtful,— Hotavyam garhapatyé na hotavyam’ ; (9) 


Injunctive,— Yajamanasammitad audumbari bhavati’ (cf. T. 8. 6. 2. 10.3); . 


(10) Something done by another, — Mdsdneva mahyam pachati’; (11) An- 
cient history,—‘* Ulmukairhasma piirvé samajagmuh’; (12) Assumption of 


transposition,—* Ydvatoshvdn.. pratigrhniyat, etc.—On this there is- the 


following saying—‘There are ten forms of Brahmana—(1) Statement of 
reason, (2) Explanatory, (3) Deprecatory, (4) Eulogistic, (5) Doubtful, (6) 


Injunctive, (7) Act of others, (8) Ancient history, (9) Assumption of trans- 


position, and (10) Analogical; in all Vedas this is the definite characteris- 
tic feature of the Vidhi’. 


This also is only illustrative. (not exhaustive) ;—~because among Mantras 


also, there are (a) some abounding i in the particle < itt’,—e.g. ‘Iti vd iti më 
ea: manah, ete. ° {Rgveda 10, 119. 1) {by: some containing the phrase ‘so they . 
oe say’ 8. g: + Bhagam bhaksityäha’ (R. V: A 4L 2),—(c) anecdotal, —eg. < .<Ugro 
p5 ha bhuj yam, ete.’ (Tatitiriya Aranyaka 1. 10. 2) :—(d) stating & reason,— 


= 6g ‘Indavo madmushanti hi, ete” (R. V. 1. 2. 4)3—(e) explanatory,—e.g. 
en ‘ Tasmadaponusthand, etc.’ (Paittiriya Sarnhita 5. 6. 1. 8);—deprecatory,— 


a eB. ‘Moghamannam bindate aprachetih, etc.’ (Rgveda 8. 6. 23) ;—eulogistic, 
me! Aimiimadhd, etc.’ A Patina $ Sarhhitā 4. 4. 4) ; doubtful,—e.g. * Adhah 
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` gviddsidupari svidasit, etc.’ (Reveda 10. 129. 5); injunctive,—e.g. < Prniyddin- 


naidhamanaya, etc. . (Rgveda 10. 117. 15) ;—done by another,—e.g. ‘ Sahasra- 
mayutddadat, etc? (R. V. 8 21. 18);—ancient history,—e.g. ‘ Yajtiena 
yajhamayajanta devah, etc.’ (Rgveda 10. 90. 16), 


SEL BEE TES AR BGs SET IT STEN 


4 
H 
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ADHIKARANA (9): Modifications in Mantras are not 
_ ‘Mantra’. 


SUTRA (34). 


Tas CHARACTER OF ‘MANTRA’ DOES NOT BELONG TO THOSE 
WORDS THAT DO NOT FORM PART OF THE TEXT OF THE . 
VEDA; AS THE AFORESAID DISTINCTION IS APPLI- 
CABLE ONLY TO THE TEXTS THAT ACTUALLY 
FORM PART OF THE TEXT OF THE VEDA. 


Bhasya. 


[(a) The Mantra ‘ Agnayé tua justam nirvapami’, which is laid down as 
one to be employed in connection with an offering to Agni, is modified into 
< Surydya tvä, etc’, when the offering is made to Sūrya; this is an instance 
of ‘Uha’, Modification proper.—(b) When the names of the presiding Regis of 
+ the family of a particular sacrificer are recounted, along with a certain 

Mantra; it is an instance of ‘ Pravara’.—(c) When, along with a Mantra, the 
names of the particular sacrificer, and his son and other descendants are 
recounted, it is an instance of ‘Ndmadhéya’—Tantravartika—Trans ., p, 


i i _573],—In regard to these— Üha’, ‘Pravara’ and ‘Namadhéya’, there 


arises the question—Are these to be regarded as { Manira’? F 

The Pūrvapakşa view is that, “inasmuch as they are assertive in their _ 
character (mentioning things in connection with the sacrifice), they are x 
be regarded as ‘ Mantra? ?, 

In answer to this, the: Siddhanta view is that those words that do not 
form part of the Vedic text are not to be regarded as ‘Mantra’,—even - 
though they be ‘ assertive’ in their character; because the fact of certain 
words being ‘assertive’ is not a ground for regarding them as ‘ Mantra’; 
the only ground for it is the usage of learned men; so that those words 
which the learned do not call ‘Mantra’ cannot be regarded as ‘ Mantra’. 
As regards the three kinds of words in question—Uha and the rest—they 
are not found to form part of the text of the Veda; hence they cannot be 
. regarded as * Mantra’. 

: The purpose served by this discussion is that, if there is some mistake in” 
the utterance of these words, it is not necessary to perform: that expiatory 
-rite which has been laid down i in 1 connection with mistakes in the Pronoune- 
ing of Mantras. : 

_{Kumarila has a OT Adhikarana. the šonolasion of whist is 
that the character of ‘ Mantra’ is denied to just those words that have been 


oe : discussed, i.e. the modifications and the names recounted along with the — 


Mantra; so far as the unmodified parts of the Mantra, or the Mantras along 
with which. the names are recounted, are concerned, —the ‘ Maniric’ charac- 


=. - : tor of those i is not eine ss l; 


ADHIKARANA (10): What is * Rk’? 
= SŪTRA (35). 


OF THESE es) THOSE ARE CALLED ‘RK’ WHEREIN THERE Is 
DIVISION INTO ‘FEET’ (QUARTERS), ON THE BASIS OF THE 
MEANING. 


Bhasya. 


(Though the definition of the several kinds of Mantra does not form the subject- 
matter of the present Discourse, yet the Siitra treats of it, because a consideration of 
it is connected with the subject of Mantras, whose character has been discussed in 
connection with the division of acts into ‘primary’ and ‘ subsidiary ’.—Tamtravartika 
—Trans., p. 578.] 


We find the term ‘rk’ used in the Veda ;—e.g. in the text, «Ane budhniya 


. mantram me gopdya yamrsayasirayivida viduh rcho yajamsi sāūmāni’. (Tatt- . 


tiriya Braéhmana 1. 2. 1. 26.) 
The question is—‘* What is the definition of « Rk?” 


The answer is—Of the mantras, those are called ‘ Rk’ where there is division 
into ‘feet’, on the basis of the meaning. That is, that mantra is called ‘rk? 
where there is division into ‘ feet’; e.g. ‘ Agnimilé, etc. (Rgveda 1. 1. 1).. It is 
_ only in regard to mantras like these that learned men use the term ‘rk’, in 


such statements as ‘we are reading Bks’ » ‘we are teaching Rks’, ‘these 
are Rks’. l 


If the fact of the division into ‘fest’ “being on the basis of the meaning ` 
were emphasised, then the definition would cease to apply to those Rks: 


where the said. division is on the basis of the metre; as inthe Rk ‘ Agnih 
purvebhirrsibhih, etc.” (R. V. LL 2). The phrase ‘ on ihe basis of meaning’ 
is to be taken, not as meant to exclude the cases of division on the basis of 


metre and other things, but only as an illustrative reference. This should 


be clearly understood; as otherwise, if the phrase in question were taken 
“as meant to exclude the cases of division on the basis of metre and other 
things, then there would be syntactical split—Hence the definition of 
‘Rk’ is to be taken simply as ‘that wherein there is division into feet’. 


ADHIKARANA (11): What.is ‘Saman’ ? 
SUTRA (36). _ | 
THE NAME ‘Siman > IS APPLIED TO THE Music. 
Bhasya. 


“What is the definition of the Siman?” 

The particular music (to which a Mantra is set) is called ‘ Sdman’; it is 
only when a mantra-text is set to music and so sung, that the learned use 
with regard to it the term ‘Saman’, in such statements as ‘ we are studying 
the Séman’, ‘we are teaching the Séman’, ‘these are Séman’. And in 


this. matter, the teaching of the learned is our sole authority. [See ; i 


Miīimāmsā.-Ş$ütra VII—ii—1 to 21; also IX—ii—3 to 13 and 29, 30, 31, 46.] 

Just as, in the case of the expression ‘ curd is sour’, the term ‘sour’ stands 
only for the peculiar taste of the curd,—and in the expression ‘molasses 
are sweet’, the term. ‘sweet’ stands only for the peculiar taste of the 
molasses,—similarly, when the term ‘Sdman’ is applied to mantras set to 
music, it should be understood that the name stands for the music to which 
the manira has been set, and it is applied to the Mantra itself only because 
of its connection with that music. ee 


ADHIKARANA (12): Whatts < Yajus’ 
SOTRA (37). 
THE NAME ‘Yasug > IŞ APPLIED TO THE REST (OF THE MANTRAS). 
ao 5 Bhasya. | | 


ss What i is the definition of the Yajug ?” 


It is not necessary to propound a definition of Yajus; as by the process 


of elimination the nature of the ‘ Yajug’ would be understood from the de- 
finitions of ‘Rk’ and ‘Saman’;—i.e. that which is not set to music, and 


where there is no division into ) * feet”, is Y ajus’ ; which is a mired Sort 


of text. 
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ADHIKARANA (13): Nigadas are included under ‘ Yajus’. 
SUTRA (38). 


[PŪRVAPAKŞA]—“ TuE Nicapa SHOULD BE TAKEN AS THE 
FOURTH KIND (OF MANTRA), BECAUSE OF ITS PECULIAR 
CHARACTER.” 


Bhasya. 


[Nigadas are texts containing addresses by one Priest to another.] 
‘The question that arises now is—Is the Nigada the same as ‘ rania f 
or is it something different from Yajus ? l 
The Pūrvapaksa view is as follows—*“ Nigadas are not ‘ Yajus’ ;—why ? 
—because of their peculiar character; the peculiar character is described in 
the text—‘ the Rk is recited loudly, the Sdman is sung loudly, the Yajue is 
recited softly, the Nigada is recited loudly.’ If the Nigada were ‘ YVajus’, 
then ‘loudness’ would not have. been its peculiar character ;—as a matter 
: of fact. however, we do find this to be its peculiar character (in contradistine- 
_ tion to the ‘softness’ of the Yajus). Hence the Nigada must be a fourth 
_ kind of mantra. 
ag SUTRA (39). 
| [PoRvAraKsa concluded|—“‘ ALSO BECAUSE OF THE (DISTINCT). NAME,’ 
 Bhäsya. 


“We also find the names used as distinct: ‘These are Yajug, not 
Nigadas’, ‘These are Nigadas, not Yajus’.—From this also it follows that 
Nigadas form, a distinct class of ‘ Mantra’.” 


SOTRA (40). 
|Srppuinra]—In REALITY, THEY SHOULD BE REGARDED AS “ Yasus 
: BECAUSE THEY HAVE THE SAME FORM AS THAT. 
- Bhasya. 


“The N madd are Yaj us ;—why ?—because they have the same form as that , 

E the form of the N igada is that same mized- text which we found i in Yo ajus, 
“and the character of being different from Rk and Säman is also common to 
oa the Faia and the Nigada, pad 

Ea l SUTRA a. 

ia mapa CHARACTER 18 DUE To THE FACT THAT IT HAS TO BE 

ae ADDRESSED (ro OTHERS). 

- Bhāsya. 


i On aocöiini of being addres to others, —i. e. on account of being capable 
of being addressed to, and. understood l by, others. In fact some Yajus text 
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are found to have the power of being addressed to, and understood bý; others ; 
{and it is on the basis of this capacity that those particular texts are given 
distinct name of ‘ Ni igada,’ NF 


 SÜTRA (42). 
ALSO BECAUSE OF A DISTINCT PURPOSE (SERVED BY IT). 
Bhaisya. 


There is a distinctly useful purpose served by the N igadus being addressed. 
to, and understood by, other persons ;—if they were pronounced softly 
(they could not be heard by others, and) they could not convey any idea to 
the other persons; it is for this reason that ‘ the peculiar character’ (of 
- being recited loudly) comes to serve a useful purpose. Thus then, those 

Y ague mantraa are Nigadas which are recited loudly.—How so ?—Because 
the prefix ‘ni’ (in the term ‘nigada’), signifies excellence ;—just as, when the 
red colour of a thing is specially excellent, it is said to be ‘ nitaram rakta’ 
(very red),—and the root ‘gad’ (in the term ‘nigada’), denoting utterance, 
signifies the act of reciting; and the excellence of this act of reciting consists 
in its being done loudly. 

Objection.—* But it has been specially declared in the Vedic text that 
being recited softly is the quality of the Yajus-mantra [so that what is recited 
loudly cannot be Yajus].”’ ; 

| o Answer —We say, no. That is said to be the ‘quality’ of a thing 
which helps that thing in its functioning. In the case in question, when the 
-Yajus-mantras are recited for the purpose of conveying an idea to other per- 
sons, being recited softly could not help them in that function; in fact, it 
would hinder that function (by making thé words inaudible) ; hence in the 
case of these Mantras, the quality is ‘loudness’, which helps the purpose of - 
being addressed to, and understood by, other persons.—The ‘soft’ reciting 
would be for other texts; Le. there are other Yajus-mantras which are not 
meant to be addressed to others, and the character of ‘softness’ would 
pertain to the reciting of these mantras. 


SUTRA (43). 
THE (DIFFERENT) NAME IS FOR THE PURPOSE OF INDICATING THE 
‘PARTICULAR. QUALIFICATION. 


_Bhasya. 


AS regards the difforent. name (which has been urged as an asguineat in.: 
favour of the Pirvapaksa, under Si. 39), —that can be explained also - 
~ when the Nigada and the Yajus are. one and the same, on the basis of the 

“particular qualification ’ ; just as we have in such expressions as ‘ Feed the... 
‘Brähmanas here and the Wandering Mendicants there’ (where, though the- 


5 a a Mendicants also are Brähmanas, » yet they are: named differently onaccount = 


em nner, when the name ‘ Nigada” is’ 


ti as. thomselvos, as -qoaliien by l a | 
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i SUTRA (44). 
[OssEction|—“ THE NAME ‘ NIGADA > WOULD BE APPLICABLE TO 


ALL (Mantras)”—1F THIS IS URGED [THEN THE ANSWER 
IS AS GIVEN IN THE FOLLOWING SŪTRA]. 
 Bhāşya. 
“Tf the name ‘nigada’ is applicable to all that is recited eat nee 


9 39 


the Rk-manira also becomes liable to be called ‘nigada’. 


| nr (48). 
Nor so; AS THEY ARE DISTINCTLY NAMED ‘RK’. 
Bhiisya. 


Rk-mantras are not called ‘Nigada’; because in the text—* Aydjyd vai 
nigadah rchaiva-yajanti’, we find the two (Rk and Nigada) mentioned separate- 
ly, on the basis of a distinct difference between them.—‘‘ But the separate 
naming is only an indication, you have to give a reason.’’—The reason lies 
in the fact that the root ‘gad’ (in the term ‘ nigada’) denotes such speech 
as is not divided into (metric) feet; it is for this reason that only such speech 
-a8 isnot divided into (metric) feet is called ‘gadya’, ‘ Prose’ [so that Nigada: 
is Prose, while Rk is Verse, and the name ‘nigada’ therefore cannot apply 
' to Rk}. 
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o a out, it ‘becomes meaningless]. 


ADHIKARANA (14): Principle of Syntactical Uniti—* One 
Sentence’. ; | 


SUTRA (46). 


So LONG AS A SINGLE ‘PURPOSE IS SERVED’ BY A NUMBER 
OF WORDS, WHICH ON BEING SEPARATED, ARE FOUND 
TO BE WANTING (‘INCAPABLE OF EFFECTING THE 
PURPOSE’), THEY FORM ‘ONE SENTENCE’ 
(ONE YAJUS-MANTRA). 


Bhasya. 


[In connection with Mantras, there arises the question as to what is. 
there to determine that a certain mantra begins with such and such a word. 
and ends with such and such. In the case of Rk and Sdman, the verse 
itself may form the determining factor, and it may not be difficult to deter- 
mine the exact extent of the mantra; but it is not so easy in the case of 


Y ajuş-Maniras, where the determining factor of the metre is not available. ] 
In regard to the Yajus-mantras, which are of mixed character, there T 


arises the question.—How is it to be known that so far it is one Yajus? ~ 


‘The answer is that that group of words should be regarded as ‘ one : nas 


Yajus’ which is employed in the act of sacrifice. 
“But how far does that group of words extend which is used at a 


sacrifice ?”? 


[The Parvapaksa view is that in view of the fact that even single words 
express an idea, even incomplete and defective sentences should” De treated 


as ‘one sentence’.]_ 
[The Siddhdnia is as follows :— 
It extends to that extent up to which the words serve the purpose of 


indicating things helpful to the act of sacrifice ;—to that extent it is ‘one ` 


sentence’—called ‘vékya’ or ‘declaration’, ‘judgment,’ ‘ proposition’, 


because it is what is declared.—It is in this sense that we have the assertion 
of the Sara to the effect. that—* So long as a single purpose is served. by a 


number of words, they form one sentence’. Because this is the condition that 
makes a number of words one sentence. ’,—therefore it comes to this. that a 


-group of words serving a single purpose forms one sentence,—but only if : 
any one of these worda, on being disjoined. from the rest, become, wonting” 
(defective). eae : . - | 


"What i is the example of (sahi one sentence e’) 2> 


We have | an exam le i in the ‘sha 
rasavē, etc? _ (Taittiriy 


: 2) [where the words express 


SET R TE TR FE SST TE TSS I OER ES PTE EEE! 


“the Yajus- -mantra i Davssya wā 


ted tliat if any word is taken > 


O 
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Objection.—* But in the text quoted, each individual word denotes a 
single idea” [and as such each word should be treated as a ‘ sentence’). 

True (each word denotes an idea); but it does not fulfil the. second 
condition that ‘on being disjoined, it becomes wanting or defective’ [as 
no such disjoining is possible in the case of any single word]. 

« But in any case the mantra-text quoted cannot be said to express a 
single idea, as there are several ideas expressed by the several words (of the 
text); and apart from what is expressed by the component words, there is 
no single idea expressed by the sentence as a composite whole—as. has been 
explained above.—It might be argued that difference (among the things 
denoted. by the several words), or correlation (of the things denoted by the 
several words), constitutes the idea expressed by the sentence as a composite 
whole.—But even so, this idea so expressed could not be one only; as the 
number of ‘ differences’ and ‘ correlationships’ would be more than one (as 
there are more words than one).” 

The assertion in the Siitra is to be explained and justified as referring to 
the fulfilling of a single purpose. For instance, the mantra‘ Devasya tiä, etc.’ 
serves the purpose of indicating the act of ‘nirvdpa’ (offering); and the 
group of words in the mantra may be regarded as expressing this particular 
fact,—-and hence as forming ‘ one sentence.’ 

‘In the text quoted there are several sentences—the first is ‘ Dévasya 

ta savituh prasavé nirvapdmi’, and the second is ‘ Ashvinorbahubhyadm nirva- 
 pami’, and so on, there are several other sentences.” 
If the word ‘ nirvapdmi’ is to be supplied as an elliptical extension (in’ 
the manner shown by the opponent),—then certainly there are several 
o sentences; but in reality there is no such elliptical extension [ice. the verb 
is not to be supplied to each group of words]; for if the act denoted by the 
verb ‘nirvapdmi’ were a subordinate factor, then it would have to be taken. 
as distinct. with each `of: the primary acts. Then again, the action of 
Nirvapa (offering) is not denoted by what is expressed by the words ‘ Devasya 
‘tod, etc.’ ; so that if the implemental accessories were the predominant factors, 
“then the mantra-text would have to be taken as serving only a transcen- 
dental purpose. On the other hand, if the Nirvdpa itself is taken as the 
predominant factor, then the mantra-text serves the perceptible purpose of 
` indicating that act. of Nirvdpa; and this act would then be indicated as 
qualified by all the’ adjectives contained in the entire Mantra-text under 
y consideration ; in this way there would be no incongruity at all. How one 
alified by another word has been already explained under Sūtra - 
nam, ete,’ a. 1, 26).—Thus then, the whole of the Mantra-text forms 
tendo, Tppeskiig. of the Nyvápa as E by a Haba of 


r Why has the Saira laid dowi both the sondibibad-(a)-4 that 
d. serve a Singe F parpose, and $ that: on ping disjoined, it be 


eS 


i a se atende which may serve a “gingle purpose, 
wan ting’ on being disjoined; e.g. the text—‘ Bhago vam 
ryama vam. vibhajatu? serves the single purpose of expressing 
ibhaga’.—‘* But the vibhaga qualified by Bhaga is distinct from the vibhaga 
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qualified by Aryamā [so that the whole text does not express a single idea].”’ 
—Not so, we reply; because what is intended to be spoken of here is 
Vibhadga in. general, not particular vibhdgas ;. as it is only by expressing 
vibhdga in general that it serves a perceptible purpose, which it could not do 
if it expressed particular vibhagas.—And though the text serves the said 
single purpose, yet it is not found to be ‘wanting’ on being disjoined [each 
of the two parts—(1) ‘Bhago vam vibhajatu’ and (2) ‘ Aryama vam vibha- 


_ jatu’ being syntactically complete in itself]; so that on being disjoined, 


there are two distinct sentences,—and each of them is treated as an 


optional alternative [and the whole is not taken as a single sentence] [and _ 


this result is due to both the conditions laid down in the Sutra not being 
fulfilled].—Similarly in the case of the Manira-text ‘ Syonan té sadanam 


krnomi ghriasya dhärayā. susévam kalpayami tasmin sidamri? pratitistha 


wrihinam medhak sumanasyamanah’ (Laittiriya Braéhmana 3. 7. B. 2-3),—the 
parts on being disjoined become syntactically ‘wanting’ (and hence the 
second condition of ‘one sentence’ is fulfilled); but there are two purposes 
served and expressed by the text-—the preparing of the seat (expressed by the 
first part of the text ‘ syonam....kalpaydmi’) and the depositing of the. cake 
(expressed by the second part ‘ Tasmin sida, etc.’) [so that the first condition 
of ‘one sentence’ is not fulfilled]; consequently the Mantra teat is taken and 


` used as two distinct sentences,—the first part being used in the Pipa ? 
of the seat and the second in the depositing of the cake. 


Thus then we find that the words of the Sūtra are well chosen and no 


| ‘objection can be taken to it, 


[There is a difference among the Bhattas themseives regarding the exact mean- | 


ing of the term ‘artha’ in the compound ‘arthaikatvat’ in the Sitra. Partha- 


sirathi Mishra takes it in the sense of purpose; according to which all the words, 
phrases and clauses that serve a single purpose—of indicating details connected 


with an act, for instance, —are to be treated as ‘ one sentence ’.—Soméshvara Bhatta 
in the Nyayasuddha, on the other hand, takes the word ‘artha’ in the sense of idea; 


"so that any group of words that expresses one complete idea or judgment is to be 


treated as ‘one sentence *,—The difference in reality comes to this that while, by the 
former view, the definition of ‘one sentence’ is applicable to Vedic sentences only,— 
by the latter, it becomes applicable to all kinds of sentences, Vedic as well as 
secular.—-According. to Prabhakara, ‘artha’ here means the ‘reminding or indi- 


cating of what is to be done’; and this is more in keeping with Parthasarathi than 


with Soméshvara.. As an Anvitabhidhanavadin, Prabhakara could not. very -well 


accept the words-to have any meaning apart fromthe other words; it is for this- 


reason that he says that the word.‘ artha” must mean prayojand, purpose ; vas the 


. purpose is the most important factor and all the words in the. sentence ‘must be 
relates to that t importapt factor, —Brihati MSS., P S 


ADHIKARANA (15) : Principle of Syntactical split— 
‘ Distinct Sentences’. 
SUTRA (47). 


WHEN THE SENTENCES ARE EQUALLY INDEPENDENT (OF ONE ANOTHER) _ 


THEY SHOULD BE TREATED AS SYNTACTICALLY DISTINCT 
(DISTINCT SENTENCES). 


Bhasya. a 
[This is the antithesis to the principle formulated in the foregoing 
Adhikarana]. 
In regard to such mantra-texts as (a) ‘Is tua ürjè två, ` (Vajasaneya 
Samhita 1.1); and (b) « Äyuryajñena kalpataim präņo yajñena kalpatam” 


(Taitti. Sarn. 1.7. 9. 1)—there arises the question—-Are such sentences to be 
treated as ‘one sentence’ or ‘several distinct sentences’ ? 


The Pairvapaksa view is as follows fs Every such text is to be treated as. 
‘one sentence’; for the utterance of the words ‘/sé@ tvd’ is not found to fulfil — 
any perceptible purpose; nor is that of the words ‘ ürjē tua’; [hence as not. 


> serving distinct purposes, each of these two groups of weeds) cannot but be 


_ treated as ‘one sentence’]; on the other hand, on the strength of the text 


: itself the implication is that they serve only transcendental purposes ; and 
so far as transcendental purposes are concerned, it is more reasonable to 


assume a single transcendental purpose to be served by both sets of words, 
than to assume a, distinct purpose for each set; such an assumption would 


be much simpler. Hence the whole should be regarded as ‘ one sentence’. fs 

In answer to the above we have the following Siddhinta— When the 

sentences are equally independent, they should be treated as syntactically distinct’ 

(Siitra). That is in cases where each set of words is independent of—does 

not stand in need. of,—the other, they should be regarded as distinct 

sentences. For instance, in the case of the text ‘ [sé tva—airjé wā’, we find 

that the words ‘Isé tod * serve one purpose (being used in the Gamers of the 

eee branch) and the words ‘ ürjë twa’, a totally different purpose (being used 

dn the planing of the lopped branch). [Hence the two sets of words ransp be 
"oe treated as two distinct sentences]. 


Obj ction :— Tt has just. ‘been said bu us that neither ‘Set of words G 


4 > serves any perceptible purpose.” cae 


Though no such purpose is ‘cognisable by sense- pércaphiba and other. 


: anak means of cognition, yet it is learnt from the Veda, where we find such 


ds ate tea one Bienes it’. (ya; Shatapatha Brahmana L 1. 6.63.1, 7. 


Sim in ‘the. case e of the mantra 
kalpatam.’, we find that the kalpana, bringing about, of * Ayu’, Long 


ene yi is distinct from the eea beinging about, of Prana, Pany 


x injunctions as ‘With. the words Isé tvd one cuts off the branch; with the | 


« dypueyutiibna sipati, es yajñe- : 


ch | is the purpose served. by the first ‘set of words ‘dyuryajnena . 
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- {which is the purpose served by Dl the second set of oe ‘Préno yajhena 
kalpatim’). 

Objection.—* All that is derd to be. fulfilled here is the kalpana, 
bringing about, in general, and not particular kalpanas, and hence no 
differentiation is proper; just as it has been pointed out (by the Siddhantin 
himself) in connection with the words ‘ Agnayé justam nirvapams’, that only 
nirvapa in general is meant, and not its specifications as mentioned in the 
words ‘Savituh prasavé ashuinorbahubhyam piisno hastibhyam’, and no differen- 
tiation of the Nirvipa is meant [see Bhdsya on Sūtra 46, Text, p. 132]. 
Exactly in the same manner, in the case in question what is meant is the 
‘single kalpana in general, which should not be differentiated on the basis of 
such specifications as those of ‘dyw’ and ‘prana’.” 

Answer—iIn connection with this. mantra, we find the injunction 
“Klrptih vachayatt’ (‘Pronounces the Kirpti-mantras’), where the: Kirpti- 
mantras (which is the name given to the Manira-text in question) are spoken 
of in the plural; so that when the text is recited, there should be a reciting 
of many maniras,—one of them being in the form ‘ Ayur yajiiena kalpatim’, 
where we have the ‘ kirpti’ of Ayu, which would be one Mantra,—the next 
mantra being ‘Prdno ydjiiena kalpatam’ where we have the ‘kirpti’ of 
Préna ; and so on, with the other parts of the text which speak of the ‘ kirpti’ 
of several other things. Thus the making up of so many distinct mantras to 


‘be recited would be, the distinctly perceptible purpose served. by each set of — | 
words; and as each set of words would be serving a distinct purpose, 


and various distinct purposes would be served,—each set should be ceperced 
as a distinct sentence. 

j Objection.—‘ As in the case of ‘ Bhago vim vibhajatu, ete., the Siddhän- 

tin has taken all the various sets of words as speaking of the single act a 
vibhäga in general (see Bhasya under Sūtra 46, bottom of p. 132 Text), i 


the same manner we may take the various sets of words as ee of the l 


single act of ‘kirpti’ in general.” 

Reply: That is not possible. In the case of the Vibhdga, the vibhaga in 
general was something perceptible, while in the present: case the SORRI is nót 
perceptible. 

Further, we have the distinct iajunelion ‘Recites the Klrpti-mantras 
(plural)’ ; and in the first set of words ‘ Ayur-yajiena kalpaiim’ we have a 
clear enunciation of the ‘.Kirpit’ of Ayu, and similarly in the second set of 
words, ‘Prino yajrena kalpatim’ we have an equally clear enunciation 
of the Kirpti of Fona. eom all this it follows that these are distinct 
‘sentences. i 

[To the principle enunciated in this Adhikarana we have: a . corollary to the 


‘effect that, when different parts of a mantra are found by their implication to bè 


meant for serving distinct purposes, . each: such part should be regarded as a 
distinct. sentence. For instance, in the mantra— Syonante. eadanpnlirinomt, re 
C taamin sida (Taitti. Brahmana, 3. 7. B25 -Manava Shrauta Sūtra 1. 2.6. 19)—we 
find that the first. part, by its meaning, ; intended. to be onaployed in the act of 


preparing the‘ seat’ for the cake, while the last part, in the same manner, for that. 


‘of actually: keeping - the cake -upon that ‘sea 
containing: two distinct. mantras, This | 
i difference i in use” * (see Brihati MSS. » Pr 


hence. the passage ig regarded as 
called * Syntectical apis due to 


ApuIKARANA (16): Principle of Elliptical Extension— 
Anusanga. 


SUTRA (48). 


ELLIPTICAL EXTENSION SHOULD COMPLETE THE SENTENCES ; 
AS IT IS EQUALLY APPLICABLE TO ALL. 


Bhasya. 


[The consideration of the extent of Mantra-iexts continues. | 

= We have the text—‘ Yä të agné aydshayd-tanirvarsistha gahvaréestha 

`- ugram vacho apdbadhit tvésam vacho apabadhit svaha ;—yā tē agné rajashaya— 

ya tā agné hardshaya’ (Taittiriya Samhita 1. 2. 112).—In connection with 

this, there arises the question—Is the connection of the portion of the text 

beginning with ‘ Tanirvarsistha’ to be extended to each of the two clauses 

at the end (‘yd té agné rajdshayad’ and ‘yd të agné harishaydy ? Or are 

these two incomplete sentences to be completed by the adding of ordinary 

~ secular words ? ea 

The Pirvapaksa view on this question is that ‘the sentence ‘ yd të agne 

 rajdshaya’ is aak to be completed by adding to it the words beginning with 

 ‘tamiirvarsistha’ ; as these words are not found in the text appearing atter 
the said incomplete sentence.” 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhdnta ;—-The sentence is to 
be completed by means of the elliptical extension of the words ‘ tanirvarsis- 
tha, etc.’ ; ag these words are as construable with the clause ‘ yd të agné raja- 
shayd’ and ‘yd të agné harashayd’ as with ‘ ya tē agné ayashaya’. 
“But with the clause “yd të agné hardshay&’ the connection of the 

_. words ‘tanirvarsistha, etc. ” is interrupted (by the intervention of the clause 
“Ud te agnë rajdshaya’).” Hs 

Not so; because there is nothing intervening Sead the’ words ‘ tanir- 
varsisthd, etc." and the two clauses (‘yd tē agné rajashayd’ and ‘yd të agné 
hardshayd&’) taken as one composite whole; i.e. the composite whole consist- 
ing of the clause ‘ yd tē agné rajāäshayā’ (and the clause ‘ yd tē agne harashayd’). 

- But, inasmuch as no useful purpose would be served by connecting the 
as supplementary clause (* tamilrvarsistha, ete. ) with the composite whole (con- 
sisting of both the clauses ‘ya të agë rajāshayā’ and ‘yd të agnē-harā-` 

: sh jā’), the said. supplementary clause. is construed. with each of the 
component clauses ; ‘and as there is nothing to choese as to which one of the 
clauses the supplementary. clause is to be construed. with, the 
tension {of the supplementary eer is to apply to al the 


sense . of this domewbat abs ure. ‘passage has ‘been: thus elucidated 

avartika—Trans., PP 602-603.—The author of the Bhasya holds 
auch as the factor. in uestion, * Tanürvarsisthä, etc.’ is read 
; oa the Sret and. second manira. = not expressed tó which of these 


| with which the words"may be © 
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two it is more intimately connected; hence it must be taken as equally re- 
lated to both of them. Then he raises the question of its connection with the 
third manira, from which the supplementary clause is one step further 
removed ; and in order to meet the difficulty of the intervention, what the 
Bhasya does is to take the second and third mantras together as forming 
a single composite whole; and this removes the difficulty due to the 
intervention of the second mantra between the supplementary clause and 
the third manira. Then, there arises the difficulty that in that case the 
supplementary clause would complete the composite whole formed by the 
two.mantras, and not each of them separately. -This difficulty is met by the 
declaration that, inasmuch as the composite whole is incapable of being 
used at a sacrifice, the supplementary clause must be construed with each 
part of it; and hence it is concluded that both the clauses being equally in- 
capable of being completed in any other way, the whole of the supplementary 
clause is to be construed with each one of the incomplete clauses.] 

Says the Opponent—* [In the case cited above the last two clauses were 
incomplete and hence there was need and justification for connecting the 
supplementary words ‘ Tanirvarsisthd, etc? with them}]—How will it be in 
the case of the following text. where the sets of words are complete in 
themselves and yet there is.a supplementary set of words capable of being 


construed with the former sets :—‘ Chitpatistud pundtu—vikpatisted pundtu— 


devasya wā savité pundtu—achchhidréna pavitréna vasoh stiryasya rashmi- 


bhih’ (Taitti. Sara. 1.2. 1. 2). Here each of the three clauses, each of which 


ends with the term ‘pundtu’,is complete in itself and does not stand in 
need of any additional words (for the completion of its syntactical con- 
nection).—‘ But the words beginning with achchhidréna would require some 
words to complete the sentence’.—True, those words do require some 


words; but this requirement would be met by connecting these words with | 


only one of the three sets of sentences ending with ‘pundtwu’, and there 
would be no need for them to be connected with the other two sets. Because 
one set of words requires another only when the former, without the latter, 


remains meaningless; and the meaning of the set of words beginning with 


‘achchhidréna’ becomes completed by its being connected with one sentence 
out of the three ending with ‘pundiu’, and as thus it no longer remains 
meaningless, it would not require to be connected with the other two Ben- 
tences.. As for these two sentences, each of them is complete in itself, 
and hence does not require to be connected with the set of words beginning 
with ‘achchhidréna’,—It might be argued that it is true that the require- 
ments of the set of words beginning with ‘ achchhidréna’ would be met by 


-being connected with only one of the three sentences, but there. is nothing 


to indicate the one particular sentence out of the three with which it might 


be connected, in preference to the other two, with which Jatter it may not be _ 
connected ;—and under the circumstances, it would be best to connect it 
“with all the three sentences.—But this is not possible ; there is a peculiar 


circumstance (which connects the words with only one of the three sen- 


tences), in the shape of the fact that he words follow immediately after .— 


one of the three sentences (i.e. 


ce * Dévasya tua: savild pundiu’, 


( 4 preference to the other two 
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sentences). So that the set of words beginning with ‘ achchhidréna’ should 
be construed with the sentence immediately preceding it,—and the ellip- 
tical extension should not extend to all the three sentences.” 
The answer to the above is as follows:—It cannot be as eee above. 
In fact, the word that is found to immediately precede the set of words 
beginning with ‘achchhidréna’ is the word ‘ pundtu’ ;—this word ‘ pundiw’ 
itself is preceded by every one of the three clauses ‘ chitpatistvd’, ‘ vdkpati- 
sted” and ‘devasya tud saviid’ ;—the term ‘pundiu’ alsois one and the same 
only repeated again and again ;—hence we conclude that wherever the word 
‘ pundtu’ is found used, there the set of words beginning with ‘ achchhidréna’ 
should also be used, as it is syntactically connected with the word ‘ pundiu’ ; 
—now the word ‘pundtu’ having become connected with ‘achchhidréna, 
etc.’—the clauses ‘ chitpatistud’, ‘ vakpatistud’ and ‘ dévasya wä saviiā’ re- 
main € wanting’ (incomplete) without the word ‘pundtu’; and they require 
this word ‘ pundiu’ for their completion ;—this word has become connected 
with the words ‘achchhidrena, etc? ;—from all this it follows that each of 
‘these clauses has to be completed (and has its requirements met) by 
the connection of the word ‘mundiu’ along with the elliptical extension (in 
the shape of the words ‘ achchhidréna, etc.’}.—Thus it follows that the words 
‘ achchhidréna, etc.’ are ‘ equally applicable to all’ the three sentences, and hence 
all these sentences have to be completed by the extension of those words. | 


tats 


ADHIKARANA (17): Cases where Elliptical Extension is not 
permissible. 


SUTRA (49). 


THERE SHOULD BE NO ELLIPTICAL EXTENSION WHERE THERE IS 
INTERVENTION (OF UNCONNECTED WORDS). | 


Bhiasya. 


[This Adhikarana is brought in by way of a counter-instance to the functioning 
of mere Proximity inthe matter of Anusanga, Elliptical Extension—Taniravartika— 
Trans., p. 607.] ; 

There is the text—‘(a) Santé varyurvatena gachchhatäm, (b) Sam yaja- 


trairangdni, (c) Sam yajiapatirashisa’ (Taitti. Sara. 1. 3. 8.1). Here the 
(singular) ‘ gachchhatém’—as occurring in (a) ‘Santé vdyurgachchhatim’ can- 
-not be construed with (c) ‘Sam yajiapatirdshisa’, because the connection 
~ between these two is interrupted by the sentence b) ‘Sarh yajatratrangani’ 
(which cannot be construed with < gachchhatäm °: of the preceding sentence, ; 
as the plural noun ‘añgāni’ would need the plural verb ‘gachchhantam 4. 


that is, the supplementary word ‘ gachchhaiém’ to be connected with the 


last sentence, which stands in need of that word, is interrupted by the words 


‘Sam yajatrairangdni’; and unless the said word ‘ gachchhatém’ has become 


connected with these intervening words, it- could not, by reason of this 


interruption, become connected with the last sentence (ending with ‘ dshisa@’), 
For this want of connection thus there is a special reason, in the shape of thé 
said intervention ; and so long as this special reason is there, it is not possible 
for the supplementary word (‘gachchhatim) to betake itself to the third 


sentence.—For these reasons, the intervening sentence which needs a plural: 


verb,—as also the sentence whose connection with the verb in the first sen- 
tence is interrupted by the intervening TEES to be completed. only 


: ne the. Deu of secular rene s, 


End of Pada i Introductory) of Discourse m 
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DISCOURSE II. 
PADA II. 
GROUNDS OF DIFFERENTIATION AMONG Acts. 


ADHIKARAŅA (1) :—Difference in the Apùrva of Subsidiary 
Acts: Difference among Acts based upon the difference 
of words signifying the Acts. 


SUTRA (1). 


WHERE THERE IS A DIFFERENT WORD, THERE IS A DIFFERENT 
ACT; BECAUSE OF ITS SPECIAL EQUIPMENT. 


Bhasya. 


[In the foregoing Pada which is Introductory to the Second Discourse, we have 
dealt with all matters connected, directly or indirectly, with the subject-matter of 
the Discourse—Differentiation of Acts. And now, first of all we take up the 

_ differentiation of acts through difference in the words expressive of the acts.— 
Tantravartika—Trans., p. 610.] 


. There is the Jyotistoma sacrifice, in connection with which we have the 
texts—(a) “Somena yajéta’, (b) ‘ Daksinadni juhoti’,* and (c) * Hiranyamdatré- 
. yäya dadéti’ (Shata. Bra. 4. 8. 4-21)—which speak of the three acts of (a) _ 
“sgacrifice’, (b) ‘offering of libations into fire’, and (e) < giving’.—Now, in 


regard to these acts, there arises the question—Do these accomplish their. a 


result collectively or severally ?—There is this doubt-because instruments ` 
in general are found to accomplish their results collectively as. well as 
severally ; for instance, when we find the mortar standing upon three stone- 
pieces, we have a case of the act of supporting being done collectively by the 
three stone-pieces; in the case of pegs in the wall, on the other hand, we 
` find each of them severally serving the purpose of supporting the hanging 
noose (on which. articles of food, etc., are hung).—Thus:it is that there 
arises the doubt as to whether the acts of sacrificing, offering libations into 
fire and giving accomplish the-result collectively or severally. 

The Pirvapaksa on this question is as follows:—‘ These acts operate 
collectively ;—why ?—because of things with transcendental potency we . 
Should assume as few as possible—Why so?—Because, when a thing is 
-< neither seen nor. heard, it is understood that it does not exist; but only if 
S its non-existence does not involve the ‘inconsistency of a fact that has been 
; perceived - or- heard of, In case, there is such inconsistency, it would be 


hee right to assume ‘the existence of the thing which had been understood to be 


isteni 3 a3 on being thus assumed, it serves the useful purpose (of ren- 
g sistent and erpiaiaiag the'peracived fact). In case however, this 


No one ‘now of any such AE substance as ‘ dakegintni : hence this word 
to be taken, not as denoting something to be offered into the Fire, but as the. 
ete of the foma. ee et Pe 620, o 
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special circumstance (of the inconsistency of a perceived fact) is not duly 
recognised, then there can be no assumption of anything at all.—In the case 
in question however, we do recognise a special circumstance,—viz. that the 
several acts bring about a single Apirva: hence it is that what is desired to 
be performed is the whole set of the three acts; and when we come to 
assume a transcendental potency. arising from the performance, it is far 
more reasonable to assume a single potency arising out of the entire set than 
one potency from each one of the acts.—It will not be right to argue that 
(the acts being enjoined severally) there is no set of acts as a whole enjoined 
l by the Veda.—Because the set as a whole is enjoined by the injunction of the 
several components themselves.—Thus it follows that what is meant to be 
performed is the entire set of the three acts.— 

“‘Qr, in the word ‘ yajeta’ (‘ should sacrifice’), there are two factors ; of 
which the first factor denotes the sacrifice and the second factor denotes the 

*bhdwanad’ , ‘bringing about’ ;—-similarly in the word ‘daddti’, the first 
factor denotes the giving and the second factor reiterates the same ‘ bringing 
about’ ;—so also in the word ‘jahott’, the first factor denotes the offering 
into fire and the second factor reiterates the same ‘bringing about’. Thus 
then, the three acts of sacrificing, offering of libation into fire and giving are 
enjoined by the Veda as the means to the single ‘bringing about’ (of the 
‘desired result); so that what is recognised is the peculiar (qualified) Bring- 
ing About of the Transcendental Potency. by means of the three acts of sacri. 
ficing, offering into Fire and giving. It is for this reason that it is asserted _ 
that. the acts accomplish a single Transcendental Potency (A piirva) collec- 

~- bvely.— 
_ “Or, it may be that the term ‘ yajéia” (‘should sacrifice’) itself denotes 

‘the act of giving, which same giving is mentioned again in the terms ‘juhoti’ 
(‘offers into Fire’) and ‘ daddti’ (‘ gives’) for the purpose of connecting the 
act (of giving) with the various accessory details. 

“ From all this it follows that there is a single Transcendental Potency 
(Apūrva, brought about by the three Acts collectively).” 

In answer to the above Purvapaksa, we have the following Siddhanta :— ` 
There is a distinct Transcendental Potency with each. individual word ` 
{denoting an action). This is what is meant by the Sitra— Where there is a 
different word, there is a different act, because of its special equipment’. As a 

matter of fact, the word.‘ yajéta’ (‘ should sacrifice’) lays down the propriety — 
of performing the act of ‘ sacrificing’, not the act of ‘ offering into Fire’ which 
is spoken of by means of the second word ‘ juhoti’ „ or the act of * giving’ which =. 

‘is spoken of by means of the third word ‘ dadati’ simply because all these 
are ‘different words’. The fact that the three acts form one. composite =- 
whole is indicated only by the: circumstance that they are. spoken of þy` 

- means. of sentences which are’ construed together. on the basis of a supposed 
| directive sentence- (which recapitulates all the subsidiaries as pertaining toa 
single Prieary); while the fact phat g ie phmpereite is a distinct 
if. Thatisto say, thatthe > 
>is to be taken along. with 
dicated only by the syntactical 
rds speaking of these latter to | 
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the word speaking of the sacrifice; while the act of ‘sacrifice’, mentioned by 
the word ‘yajéta’ expresses by direct denotation, the single act of ‘sacrifice’, 
not the acts of ‘offering into Fire’ and ‘giving’ ;—and Direct Denotation 
(Shruti) is more authoritative than Syntactical Connection (Vakya). Thus the 
composite whole (composed. of the three acts) is not what is denoted direct- 
ly by the words of the text; so that if any such whole had to be assumed, 
it could be assumed only on the basis of the syntactical connection due to 
all the (three) sentences in the context being construed together.—The 
word. ‘ daddti’ (‘gives’) is entirely distinct from the word ‘ yajati’ (‘sacri- 
fices’), so that, even though the second part of these words (‘yajati’, 
‘juhoti’ and ‘dadati’), which connotes the ‘bringing about’, is common to 
all, yet the first part of each of them is distinct from the rest; hence one 
composite (formed of the two parts) must be a word different from the 
other composite (formed of the two parts) ; and what is denoted by one com- 


posite must clearly be different from that denoted by the other composite.— | 


For example, what the word ‘dadyat’ (‘should give’) signifies is that ‘ one 
should bring about by the act of giving’, where what is understood as the 
means of the ‘bringing about’ is the single act of giving, which does not 
stand in need of the help of the two acts of sacrificing and offering into Fire. 
Similarly, the word ‘ juhoti’ (‘ offers into fire’) signifies the ‘ bringing about’ 
as accomplished by the act of offering into Fire, which does not stand in need 
of the help of the other two acts of giving and sacrifice.—Thus all that 
we learn from the word (‘dadati’) is that ‘ the Bringing About is E ee 
by the act of giving only’ ;—also what we learn from the word ‘juhoti’ i 
-that ‘the Bringing About is accomplished by the act of offering inio Tire 
only’; and there is nothing by which the notion that ‘the bringing abouti is 
accomplished by the act of giving only’ could be set aside. | 
‘Thus then, we find that the act of giving, having become“ baana ; 
with all its special auxiliaries, does not stand in need of being equipped. or 
connected with the other acts of sacrifice and offering into Fire;—and the 


-3 < gonclusion therefore is that the three sentences are distinct, and there is a 


distinct Transcendental potency related to each of the three verbs.: 
= Ib is not possible for the ‘ sacrifice’ or the ‘offering into Fire’ to be 
taken as a reference to the act of giving; as that would lead to the incon- 
- gruity that the acts of sacrifice and offering into Fire are not meant to be 
performed.—Nor ean the ‘giving’ be regarded as a reference to the other 


; two acts; because the purpose served by the ‘ giving’ is the bringing about k 
E of the proprietor = night of another person. (the recipient of the gift, min the i 


>otenoy seca thom the act of 
aidiary t to that act. 


ADHIKARANA (2): Difference among Acts spoken of by the 
same word often repeated :—Different Apūrvas from the 
Samit, Tantinapat, etc. all of which are ‘ sacrifices’. 


SUTRA (2). 


| 
| 


THE REPETITION OF ONE AND THE SAME WORD ALSO SHOULD [INDI- 
CATE DIFFERENCE AMONG ACTS]; BECAUSE, IF THERE WERE NO 
DIFFERENCE, THE REPETITION WOULD BE USELESS. 


Bhasya. 


(The foregoing Adhikarana has treated of a case where the difference among 
enone acts was based upon the difference among the words expressive of those acts. “This 
i would give rise to the notion that the. acts would be the same where they are ex- 
, pressed by the same words; i.e. when the same word is repeated several times, it 

stands for the same act, It is this notion on which the Pirvapakea of the present 
Adhikarana is based ; which is finally rejected in favour of the Siddhania, that when 
~ the same word is repeated several times, it stands for so many several acta.] 


' do yajati—Varhir yajati—Svähäkäram yajats’*|—(Taitti. Sarn. 2. 6. 1. 1- 2); —- 


from each repetition of the Act ? 


words expressing them are different; in the present case it is the same word 
repeated again and again; hence in the present case there must be a single 


the repetition would be useless ’.—True; the-repetition would serve no use- 
ful purpose; but even though repeated several times, a word cannot have 
different meanings; in fact, what is understood from it at the first time of its 
utterance is exactly the same that is understood from it at the hundredth 
time.—-Hence it follows that even though the word ‘ yajati’ has been 


and the rest. —Hence it is only a si 
: in the case in question.” = 
ee In answer to- the above, we hav + 
uf ~ one a es sa word also 


already been explained that 
Qur answer to this is that 


ay 


‘We have such texts as—' Samidho yojati—Taniinapatam yajati, etc.—[I- ae 
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where the same verb ‘yajati’ is repeated five times. The question is—Does 
this word so repeated indicate a single Transcendental Potency (resulting | 
from the acts collectively)? Or is there a distinct Transcendental Potency — 


The Pirvapaksa view on this question is as follows :—“Tt has been 
declared (in the foregoing Adhikarana) that the acts are different when the. 


Transcendental Potency If. different potencies were not indicated, then 


repeated five times, it stands for a (single Act and a) single Transcendental 
Potency (resulting from that act) —Nor does this make the repetition entirely - 

useless; as it serves the purpose of enjoining the’ several deities. Tanünapăt: ` 
gle Transcendental Potenoy that follows. 


ing ‘Siddhanta ihe 5 reins eee 
é ference among the acts; be-- 
d if there were no difference, 


is only reiterative | (not oe 
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injunctive); the fact of the matter is s that the act of sacrifice has already been 
enjoined by the (Primary) Injunction ‘One should offer the Darsha-pirna- 
mäsa sacrifices’ ;—now, it, is not possible for deities for this sacrifice to be 
enjoined (by the sentences in question, *Samidho yajati, ete’); because 
the deity for that sacrifice has already been got at from the direct in- 
junction (contained in the text ‘ Agneyo’ stakapdiah’, ’, where Agni is enjoined 
as the Deity); while, if the deity were to be indicated by the senterices in 
question, it could be done either through Syntactical Connection or through 
Context; and under the circumstances, it would not be right to regard the 
two deities (one, the directly enjoined one, and the other got at through 
Syntactical Connection or Context) as optional alternatives. And yet the 
connection between the act of sacrifice and the deities (Samit and the rest), 
vhich is clearly enjoined (by the sentences ‘ Samidho yajati’, etc.) could not 
be effected unless the act of sacrifice were performed; so that if the sacrifice 
were not performed, the injunction (of the deity) would be useless; on the 
other hand, if the sacrifice is performed, then the said connection (with 
the deities) can be effected. It is necessary therefore to repeat the act of 
sacrifice (for the purpose of connecting it with the several deities mentioned, 
Samit, Tantinapat and the rest); and with each such repetition there is a 
_ distinct Transcendental Result. Then again, the result that is brought 
‘about by the connection of the sacrifice with Samit cannot be the same 
that has brought about its connection with Taninapat; because they are . 
quite distinct; hence also they cannot be regarded as optional alternatives. 
_ The purpose served by this discussion is that according to the Pūrva- . 

_ pakga, there is a single performance, while accordizig to the Siddhanta, the YW 
performance has to be repeated over and over eget. as 


ADHIKARANA (3): The Aghara, etc. are subservient to the 
‘Agnéya, etc.—Exceptions to the last two Adhikaranas. 


SUTRA (3). 


THE CONTEXT CERTAINLY POINTS TO THE PAURNAMASI, AS THE 
DETAILS (OF ANY OTHER) ARE NOT MENTIONED. 


Bhasya. 


[The form of this Sūtra has led some people to think that we have here a dis- 
.. cussion of the primary and subsidiary character of certain acts,—and hence to raise 
. the objection that it is irrelevant in the present Adhyaya. But in reality, as the 
Tantrovartika (Trans., p. 634) rightly points out, the present discussion had to be 
introduced as dealing with the exceptions to the ‘principles of differentiation 
deduced from the last two discussions,—and not dealing with the question of the 
primary or subsidiary character of certain acts; this latter question comes in only 
incidentally.] 


We have the text—(A) ‘ Yadagnéyo’stékapdlo’ mavasyayam paurna- 
masyatichachyuto bhavati’ (Taitti, Sar. 2.6, 3.3)—* Tavabriitamagnisomavaj- 
yasyaiva tau—Updmshu paurnamasydm yajanniti.’—* Tabhydmetamagnisomi- 
yamékddashakapdlam paurnamasé prayachchat’ (cf. Shata. Bra, 1. 6. 2. 14)— - 
< Aindrandadhyamavasyadyam aindram payo mavasyayadm’ (Taitti. Sarn. 2. 6. 
4, 1);—and then (B) ‘ Aghdramdghdrayati’ (Taitti. Sara. 2. B. 11. 6) ;—* Ajya- 
. bhdgau yajati—Svistakrté: samavadyati—Patnisamyajam yajati—Samisiaya- 
ee . jūrjuhoti’ (Bhata, Bra. 1. 9. 2. 25);—further (C) ‘ Ya evamvidvin: paurna- 
i misim yajaté ya evamvidvanamavasyam yajaté’ (Taitti. Sarm, 1. 6, 9. 1-2), 
—In regard to these, there arises the question—(1) Are all the acts here 
spoken of equally ‘primary’? Or those beginning with Agnéya and ending. 
with Payas (i.e. all those spoken of in the set of sentences A) are ‘primary’ 
and those beginning with Aghdra (spoken of in B) direct auxiliaries, and 
hence ‘ subsidiary’ to the aforesaid ?~-There also arises the further question 
(2)—Are the two sentences ‘ Ya evamvidvdn, ete.’ (C).conjointly only refer- 
ences to the original acta (spoken of in the preceding sentences)? Or are 
the two sentences ‘ Ya evamvidvdn paurnamdaim yajaté’ and ‘Ya évam- 
vidwindmdsydm yajaté’ injunotive of two entirely different acts, and the 
preceding sentences are injunctive of details regarding those two acts ? 
| [The issues involved in these questions have been thus clearly stated in the ` 
Tantravartika (Trans., pp. 634-635)—If the two sentences. ‘ Ya evanwidvan paurna- 
nasi yajate and “Ya evamvidvinamavasyam yajate ? lay down two distinct inde- ` 
ant acts, then all the various sacrifices mentioned in the other sentences—viz: 
ighara, etce.—would ‘be all distinct acts, all of equal importance; _ 

to the ‘six aots that have been . 
Jone ld be ‘ primary’ 
of Amavisya and Paurnamasi ; ger 
jüld, in this case, be taken as- 
re be directly connected with 
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the resultant Apima ; and in that case the other set of acts, Aghira and the rest, 
mentioned in the second set of sentences (B), become * subsidiary’ to the aforesaid 
acts. | oer 


On the said question, we have ‘the Pürapakes that “‘ because of ‘the 
words being different’ and because of there being ‘a repetition of the same 
words’, all the acts spoken of in the texts are distinct acts, all equally 
‘ primary’.” 

In answer to this Piirvapaksa we have the following Siddhanta: :— The 


context certainly points to the ‘ Paurnamdsi’; that is, the two sentences (©) 


mentioning the words ‘ amāvãsyã’ and ‘ paurnamdasi’ are only references to 
the original acts, Agnéya and the rest ;—why ?—because the details of any 
other are not mentioned ;—the sentence ‘ Ya evamvidvdn paurnamdsim, etc.’ 
(‘One who knowing this offers the sacrifice named Paurnamdsi, ete.’) speaks 
of all the said sacrifices ;—nor do we know what is the form (details) of the 
particular (distinct) sacrifice named ‘ Paurnamdsi’ ; so that if this were a dis- 
tinct sacrifice by itself we would know nothing about it. . It is for this reason 
that we assert that if the two sentences (C) were injunctive of distinct 
sacrifices, then they would be entirely useless ;—on the other hand, if these 
two sentences were only references to the actions prescribed in the first set 
of sentences, then the meaning of the two sentences comes to be that. the 
‘Sacrifices that have been mentioned in the preceding sentences in close 
proximity to these two sentences are related to (are to be performed at) 
‘the two points of time Amdvdsya and Paurnamdsi; and thus the form 


(details) of the sacrifices thus referred to being well known, the two sentences 


- come to serve the distinctly useful purpose (of pointing out the zime of their 

-performance).— How can a word with the singular ending (* paurnamdsim.’) 
speak of (refer to) several sacrifices (the six sacrifices mentioned in the first 
set of sentences) ?’’—To such an objection, if raised, our answer would be 


that the word with the singular ending would be taken as a collective ` 


noun; ie. the sacrifices originally mentioned have their details laid down, 
and there is a collective group compoxed of these sacrifices, which collective 
group is what is referred to by the word with the singular ending (‘ paurna- 
_masim’); so that there is nothing incongruous in the singular ending (in 
. the word referring to the group of sacrifices); because there are many such 
-words with the singular ending as refer to several things taken collectively, 
such words, for instance, as ‘company’, ‘forest’, ‘tribe’, ‘ assembly ?.— 
When the two sentences in question are taken as referring to thes group com- 
- posed of Agnéya. and the other acts, then these same acts come to be 
` spoken of by means of the word ‘ Darsha-Paurnamdsa,’ and thus it is that 


-they become connected with the result (spoken of in bey sentence ‘Darsha- : 


paurnamasabhyam svargakamo yajeta’), 


Such being the case, the Aghdra and other acts apa of (in the second, : 
set. of sentences R) in close proximity | ito. the other acts (Agnéya, ete. which | 


are connected. with the result, Boneh a come to be regarded a; as direct auxili- 
aries (to those aota), ee 
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SUTRA (4). 
ALSO BECAUSE WE FIND A ‘PECULIAR FEATURE IN ALL; IF THEY 
WERE ALL EQUALLY ‘PRIMARY’, THAT FEATURE COULD NOT 
APPEAR IN THEM. 
Bhasya. 

Tf all the acts were equally * primary’, then the Praydjas could not be 
found in the ectypal sacrifices (of which the Darsha-paurnamasa are the 
Archetype) ;—but. they are actually found in them; as is clear from the text 
that ‘ Krsnala is to be used at each Praydja’ (Taitti. Sar. 2. 3.2.3) (when this 
Praydja is performed in connection with the ectypal sacrifices).—This (pre- 
sence of the Praydjas in the ectypal sacrifices) could not be possible if the 
Prayija, were not subsidiary to the Agnéya and the nests —For this reason 
also all‘the acts cannot be regarded as equally ‘ primary.’ 


[If the sacrifices mentioned i in the two sentences ‘ Ya evamvidvan, etc.’ were dis- 


tinct from all the others spoken of in the connected texts, then Aghira and the © 


other acts would be equally ‘primary’; and hence, in accordance with the 
principle enunciated under sūtra 8. 1. 20, the Prayājas also, like the Agn@ya and the 
rest, would form part of the instrumental factor; and as such they would no longer 
be able to form part of the Procedure of the ectypal sacrifices, the instrumental 
factor of whose ‘Bringing About’ is already prescribed elsewhere; under the 


circumstances, the ectypal sacrifices could no longer take the Pray@jas into ` 


_ themselves ;—but as a matter of fact, the Prayajas are actually taken up by the 
ectypal sacrifices; as is clearly indicated by the fact that we have a text laying 


down Krenala as the material to be used at the Prayaja when performed in connection — 
with the ectypal sacrifices. Consequently, in order to establish the fact of the. 


Prayaja being subsidiary to the Agnzya, ete. we must take the two sentences 
(* Ya evamvidvan, ete. *) as only referring to the sacrifices already spoken of in the pre- 
ceding sentences,—T'antravartika, Trans., pp. 657-658}. 


SUTRA (5). 
[QBsECTION|—" Bur. THE REQUISITE ACCESSORY DETAILS (OF THE 
TWO SACRIFICES ENJOINED BY THE TWO SENTENCES ‘YA 
EVAMVIDVAN, ETG?) ARE ACTUALLY nan DOWN 
DIRECTLY IN THE VEDIC TEXTS.” 
Bhasya. 


It is not true that the texts containing the mention of Paurnamdst 


and Amdvdsyd are expressive of the two groups of sacrifices ; in fact, they. 


are clearly “injunctive of two: distinct. sacrifices. ` Being thus taken, the 
words would not have to be taken i in an indirect figurative sense (as stand- 
ing for the two. groups of acts: mentioned in other. sentences), —‘ Bit the 


form (details) of the two ‘sacrifices i is not mentioned’. This: forin we would R 
3 * Paurnamasydmagneyo’ släkapālo ; 
: sacrifice named Paurnamdst 


find out from | another te Luc 
bhavati’—trom which it is ‘segs bl 
“(whieh is enjoined by thë sentence ` 


midun, ete’) bas this form. that 
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sentences speaking of the Agnéya and the rest are to be taken as laying 
down the accessory details (of the twa distinct acts, Paurnamdsi and 
Améavisyd, which are enjoined by the two sentences ‘ Ya evamvidvan, etc. op haere 


SUTRA (6). 


(ANSWHR|—IN REALITY, THE TEXTS (‘YADAGNEYAH, ETO. 2 SHOULD BE, 
REGABDED AS INJUNCTIONS; AS (OTHERWISE) SEVERAL ACCES- 
SORY DETAILS WOULD BE PRESORIBED ‘SIMULTANEOUSLY ; 
[WHICH WOULD NOT BE RIGHT]; FOR, IF SEVERAL ACCES- 
‘SORIES WERE PRESCRIBED IN CONNECTION WITH A. 
SACRIFICE ALREADY ENJOINED,—THEN, INAS- 

MUCH AS THE ACCESSORY. DETAILS ARE FOR 
THE SAKE OF SACRIFIOES ONLY, IT 
WOULD BE NECESSARY TO HAVE THE 
INJUNCTION (OF A SACRIFICE) 

IN CONNECTION. WITH ~ 
EACH ONE OF THE 
ACCESSORIES CON- — 

OERNED. 


Bhasya. 


| “te reality the sentences speaking of the Agnéya and other acts should 
. be regarded as injunctions of. actions ;—why ?—as otherwise several accessory 
details would be prescribed. simultaneously ; that is to say, what you mean is 
that all the texts (« Yadagneéyah, etc.) are syntactically connected. and they 
prescribe several accessories (Agni, etc. as deities and the Cake, etc. as 
materials) (in connection with the sacrifices enjoined in the sentence ‘ Ya 
évamnidvan, etc.’).—But it is not possible for several accessories to be pres- 


cribed by one sentence in connection with a sacrifice that has been enjoined. 


by another sentence, specially when there is no connection between the two 
sentences.—* Why ?””—Well, if, in the case in question, the connection iù- 
tended is that ‘the Astakapala (the Cake baked upon eight pans) | is’ the 
< material used at the Paurnamdsi sacrifice’ »—then whence shall we get the 
idea that ‘there is such a thing in existence as the Astakapdla (Cake) ’ ;— 
and under the circumstances (if there is no such thing in existence),. what 
‘asiakapala’ would be connected with the Paurnamdas? sacrifice? In the 


text speaking of the Astdkapdla (‘ Yadagneyo’stakapalo bhavati’) we find the 
verb‘ Shava '; which means that ‘when the Astakapäla Cake is there, itis 
o Sdgnéya’” 3 if then the ‘astdkapala’ is taken out of its connection with 
_. ‘bhavati’ [and connected with the Paurnamasi sacrifice enjoined in another _ 
sentence), then it could not be open to any such.: connection as, that * the- 


: Astikapdla is Agnaya’ -~1f, on. the other hand, the. intended connection be 


ae that ‘the Agniya is present at the: ‘ Paurnamast sacrifice’ »—then, in that. | 


case, there would be no connection between the ÄĀgnēya and the Astakapdla 


Cake.—If, (in order to avoid these difficulties) it be held that what is en- 
| joined i is that ‘the Arkona Cake used at the Paurnamasi sacrifice should. zi 


! O 
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| ; : is actually offered in sacrifice to Agni 
if the sentence laying dow: Ù 
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be Agnéya’,—then, it becomes necessary to point out the sentence that has 
enjoined the use of the Astdkapdla Cake at the Paurnamdsi sacrifice.—If (to 
avoid this difficulty) it be held that that what is enjoined is that ‘the 
Agnéya used at the Paurnamdsi sacrifice should be Astdkapdla’,—then, also, 
there is the same difficulty [i.p. what.is the sentence that has enjoined the use 
of the Agnéya at the Paurnamasi sacrifice ?]—If it be held that “the Paurna- 


mist is connected with both (Agnéya and Asidkapéla),” then there would: 


be no connection between the material (Astakapdia Cake) and the Deity 


(Agni, mentioned by the term ‘dgnéya’).—If it be explained that “what — 


are connected with the Pawrnamdsi sacrifice are the material and the Deity 
as relaled to each other’’,—then the meaning would be that ‘That Astdkapala 
Cake which is Agnéya is to be used at the Paurnamasi sacrifice ’ —and in 
that case, inasmuch as there is no such thing known as ‘ the Astadkapala 
Cake which is Agnéya’ [as no Cake can bé ‘dgnéya’ unless and until it has 
been offered to Agni, so that until the sacrifice itself has been performed, 
there can be no such thing as ‘the Astakapdla Cake which is Agnéya’], this 
explanation also would be improper.—lIf it be held that“ what is enjoined 
in connection with the Paurnamési sacrifice is the Cake that has been dedicated 
by some one to Agni (and not actually offered) *’-—in that case, as the Deity of 
the Paurnamdasi itself would remain unmentioned [the term ‘ dynéya’ denot- 
ing only the deity to whom the cake has only been dedicated by some one, 


and not the one to whom it is to be offered at the Paurnaméisi sacrifice], the © | 


form of the Paurnamdst would remain incomplete. 


[The Tantravartika—Trans., p. 663—does not favour this explanation 


of the phrase ‘ Kénachit satkalpitah’—It says—some people take this 


_ phrase as meaning ‘dedicated to Agni by another sacrificer’; but this is — 


not. correct; because the using of what has been dedicated by another 
Sacrificer would be tantamount to stealing the material got ready by 
another person. The phrase has therefore to be taken as ‘what has 
been prescribed by some other text’—the deity Agni being one that is 
prescribed, for instance, by the text that speaks of ‘ one oning a bright 
complexion ’.] 


_--Tf some one were to. say that Agni would be the deity at the 


‘Paniencanbet sacrifice”, —then, he should be told that ‘there can be no mutual. 


relationship’ ( (Si. 1. 4. 15); ie. the term ‘dgnéya’ cannot contain a reference 


(to, the deity | to whom the cake has been dedicated by some. one) and also 
: ah injunction (of the deity for the Paurnamasi sacrifice)“ We. shall then. 


assume a deity (for the Paurnamési sacrifice)””.—That cannot be; as unless 
there is an actual Injunction of the Deity, there can be no Deity ; ; the torm 


‘deity’ is a relative one; and while Agni i is the ‘ ‘deity? of. the Astakapala i 

. Cake, it is not a deity of the Ajya (Butter). It: is necessary therefore that 

the connection between ‘Agnéya’ and the Astakapala Cake should be 
` aetually enjoined; and that in regard to which such a connection would be 

ke cannot be dgnéya, untilit = 
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other sacrifice, and not a material or a deity;—and one sacrifice cannot 
constitute the form of another;—so that in this case, as the form of the 
Paurnamdsi remains unmentioned, the two sentences containing the terms 


‘ Paurnamasi’ and“ Amavasya’ coud not be taken as enjoining two distinct - 


Acts. l 
It has been argued (Text—Bottom of p: 14 1) (against the Siddhdnia) that 


« the terms ‘ Paurnamdsi’ and ‘ Amdvasyé&’ can refer to the sacrifices spoken. 


of in the first set of sentences, only through indirect indication, not 
directly ”.—But this does not affect. our position; under the circumstances, 
what is assumed even indirectly would be quite right; for instance, we have 
such expressions as ‘agnau tisihati’—‘avaté tisthati’, where (the direct 
. meaning of the words being found to be impossible, as no one can stand 
in the fire or in the well), it is taken to mean indirectly that ‘one stands 
near the fire’, ‘one stands near the well’; so that indirect indication is 
‘what is accepted in ordinary usage also (and there is nothing incongruous 
in it). : 


SUTRA (7). 
THE MENTION ALSO OF THESE IS LIKE THAT.: 
Bhaisya. 


We have the text ‘ Ugrani ha vā ētāni havishsi amavisydydm sambh- 


— oyanté—dgnéyam prathamam aindré wutiaré’, which speaks of the two 


sets of offerings collectively : (1) the Agnéya (Cake), and (2) the Aindra (Milk 


and Curd).—Now if (as held by the Pirvapaksin) the Agnéya and the rest 


were to be regarded. as accessories at this same. single sacrifice, the 


Amévdsyd,—then the two sets of materials spoken of (Agnéya—Cake, and 
Aindra—M ie. and Curd) would be optional alternatives, and in that 


ease there. would be no point in mentioning an order of sequence in the 


getting together of these materials, which is mentioned in the sentence 


‘ dgneyam prathamam—aindré uttaré’; as there can be no order of sequence 


between two optional alternatives.—[And further, according to the Pūrva- 
‘pakga, over and above the three—one, Agnéya and two Aindra,—there 
would be a fourth also, in connection with the distinct sacrifice enjoined by 
<: the sentence ‘ Ya évarividvin, etc.’ so that we should have the plural form 
4 uttaräņi’ and not the dual form ‘uitaré’ found in the text quoted.— 
 Pantravartika—Trans., p. 665.) 


SUTRA (8). 
"Aso BECAUSE. WE FIND. INDICATIVE TEXTS, 
- Bhagy ya. oy 


“We ‘Gide A text alio icidioabine of the ee $ ‘ Chaturdesha paurna- ` 


meisyäm Ghutayo hüyantë, trayodasha amavasyayam’ (‘There are fourteen 
a libations offered at the Paurņamāsi and, thirteen at the Amdvasya’).—[Tf 
the sentences. + Ya Evarmwidvän, ele? enjoined two distinct sacrifices, then the 


ne oe of: libations would pa more. i Han Fourteen and Thirteen if the 
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sentences ‘ Yaddgnéyo, ete.’ were injunctive of accessories then the libations 
would be less than Fourteen and Thirteen; and both of these views would be 
incompatible with the numbers Fourteen and Thirteen mentioned in the text 
just quoted. In fact the said numbers are possible only when there are 


three principal libations at the Pawrnamasi and two principal libations at the . 


Amavisya.—Tantravartika.] 


ADHTIKARANA (4): The Upāmshuyāja is a distinct 
sacrifice: Counter-instance to the foregoing 
Adhikarana. 
SUTRA (9). 


— ‘Tur Upitsnuvisa SHOULD BE LIKE THE 
PAvRNAMAST., ” 


[PŪRVAPAKŞA].— 


Bhasya. 


[The next three Adhikaranas treat of cases where a reference to a com- 
posite whole is not possible, as it is in the case of the Darsha-Paurnamdasa.] 
We have the text ‘Jami vā stad yajrasya briyaté yadanvarichaw 
puroddshau-—Upamshuydjamantara yajati’, (‘It is a Jami, flaw in the sac- 
rifice, that the two cakes are in close proximity ; in between the two, there- l 
fore, one should perform the Upāmshuyäja’—cf. T.S. 2. 6. 6. 4]; this is 
followed by another text—‘ Visnurupamshu yastavyo’ jaémitviiya,—Praja- 
patirupdmshu yastavyo’ jamitvaya,—Agnisomavupdmshu yastavydvaja- 
mitudya’. [‘Visnu should be sacrificed to for the removal of the flaw of 
_ Jami;—Prajaipati should be sacrificed to for the removal of the flaw of 
o Jami;—Agni-Soma, should be sacrificed to for the removal of the flaw of > 
: Jami’ |,—Now in regard to these two sets of texts, there arises the question K 
—Does: the sentence ‘One should perform the Upärmshuyājd’ contain æ- 
reference. to the batch of the three. sacrifices mentioned in the second set 
of sentences as having Visnu, Prajdipati and Agni-Soma as maneanOries ] or 
. the injunction of a distinct sacrifice? 

The Pirvapaksa on this question is as follows:— ` l 

“The Updmshuyadja also is capable of being treated like the Patiria. 

-mäst [ie aṣa mere reference to the batch of three sacrifices] ;——why 1—be- 

cause it is spoken of by its name only. It is only a sacrifice equipped with = 

all its accessory details that is spoken of by the particular name ‘ Updmeshu- 

yaja’ ; z but in the sentence where it is so spoken of, we do not find any 

oe mention of any accessories in the shape of material and Deity ;—in the 

E 3 gee ond set of sentences however we find a number of sacrifices mentioned of 

; which | ë Upämshu’ is: mentioned as a qualification [which makes the name 

ohn Uparnshuyaja’ applicable to them];—from all of which it follows that the 

name ‘ Updiinshuydja’ applies to the batch of these latter sacrifices.—* But 

what is enjoined in the sentence Uparishuyajamantara yajatt is an. entirely. 

. different sacrifice with upāmshu as its qualification, | and with a definite . 

nin form of ite own’.—In fact, words like. those we find in this sentence are not 

cists capable of signifying a sacrifice with parish as its qualification; the only 

_ term that could. signify such a sacrifice is the term ‘ Updrishuydga’ ; as the 

- change of ‘ja’ into ‘ga’ would be- necessary according to Panini 7. $-52;— 

the. term < ‘Upainshuyaja’. (with. ja) is, in. fact, grammatically incorrect, 

Henco there i is no 9 Sistine sacrifice, woe = definite form (spoken of in the . 
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sentence ‘ Updrhshuydjamantara yajati’).—It may be that this sentence 
speaks of sacrifice in general with a particular name (‘ Updrnshuydja’); but 
even so, we could not have any idea of a distinct sacrifice, inasmuch as its 
material or deity is not mentioned.—‘ In that case, the name Updmshuyaja 


would not be able to signify the batch of the sacrifices spoken of in the 


second set of sentences’.—The term ‘ Updmshuydja’ may be so incapable, 
but the word ‘yajati’ in the sentence would be expressive of those sacri- 
fices; and under the circumstances, there would be nothing objectionable in 
regarding the word ‘ Upaimshuydja’ also as a reference to those sacrifices.”’ 


SUTRA (10). 


. [SIDDHÄNTA]—IN FACT, THE SENTENCE MUST BE AN INJUNCTION, 
AS THERE ARE NO OTHER SACRIFICES MENTIONED IN THE 
CONTEXT, 


Bhasya. 


The sentence ‘ Updrhshuydjam yajati’ should be taken as speaking of a 
distinct sacrifice ;—why ?—because there are no other sacrifices mentioned 
im the context; and when there are no other sacrifices mentioned in the 
context, the batch of which would the sentence in question refer to ?—“ We 
have just pointed out that there are the sacrifices with Visnu, Prajapati 


and Agni-Soma as deities which are spoken of in the context. “—Certain-. 


ly there are no such sacrifices; the sentences you speak of—— Visnurupdmshu 
yastavyah’ and the rest,—are not injunctions, they are only Arthavddas 
(commendatory declarations).—‘‘ How so ?”"—Because in the same context 
we have another injunction, in the form of the sentence ‘ Upadmshuydja- 
maniara yajatt’, which enjoins a sacrifice; in the circumstances, if the 
other sentences were also treated as Injunctions, there would be a 
syntactical split (there being several injunctions in a set of texts which 


practically form ‘one sentence ’).—Then again, what those sentences express _ 


, is the connection of the sacrifice with Visnu and other deities, not an 
Injunction,—* In the case of the sentence ‘ Upämshuyajamantarã yajati’ 


also, what is expressed is the connection of the ‘ interval’ (‘antarala’, as the. 


time)”.—True; but in this sentence the sacrifice itself is enjoined as con- 
nected with the qualifications ‘upämshu’ (the ‘interval’ and the rest).— 
And as the whole get of the sentences forms a single ‘sentence’, more than 
one thing could not be enjoined by it.—“ How so?’’—-The whole set. of sèn- 


tences, beginning with ‘ Jami vd ziat yajñasya kriyate’ and ending with the _ 
term ‘ajdmitudya”, form? one sentence’ ;—in the middle of this one (com- — 
pound) sentence, we have the sentences speaking of Visnu, Prajdpati and. - 


Agni-Soma ;—so that what is connected with these cannot be treated as a 
separate sentence ;—hence it follows that these sentences—Visnurupamshu 
yastquyah’ and the rest, are not injunctions they are only commendatory 
‘declarations. —* What i is the mea 
-—It is in this way—it has been! d 
Agni. and to. Agni-Soma—are made 
B invalyes: the flaw of f yami: with ‘ 


ommendatory declaration?” =; 
tif the two. cake-offerings—to _ 
interval. between them, it 
remedy, this flaw, it has a yen, 
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enjoined that ‘the Uparnshuydja should be performed in the interval’ ;—but: 


` in what manner would the flaw be remedied by this ?—When the Upamshu- 
yaja is performed, we know that in that performance, offerings are made 
to Visnu, to Prajapati or Agni-Soma ; and as all this offering would 
come in between the two cake-offerings, it. implies the cessation of the 
flaw of ‘ Jami’; and it is this cessation of the flaw of < Jami’ that is meant 
to be declared in the commendatory declaration; and to this end, the 
connection with Visnu and other deities (which has been already enjoined 
by the injunction of the Updarishu-Yaja) is reiterated in the declaration.— 
There is no use for the mention of the term ‘antard’? (‘ in between *—in the 
sentence ‘ Updmshuydjamaniara yajati) except that the sacrifice is enjoined 
(as to be performed in between the two cake-offerings). 

“How is it to be known that offerings have to be made to Visnu and 
the other deities, —when, as you say, the sentences ‘ Visnurupamshu 
yastavyah, etc.’ speak of Visnu and the other deities—who may or may not 
be those to whom offerings have to be made,—simply for the purpose of 
eulogising the Updmshuydja ?” 

To this some people make the reply that the offerings (to Visnu and 
. others) are already recognised as enjoined ;—how ?—by injunctive texts in 
other rescensional texts.— 

But even though the offerings pë not already recognised as enjoined,— 
yet on the basis of the common character of ‘Updmshu’ (silence), the 


_ mention of Prajipati as well as of Visnu would be a reference to what has. 
. already been enjoined (in the sentence ‘ Upaimshuydjamantara yajati’) = 
that is to say, Visnu and Prajapati are possessed of the common character ba 
of ‘silence’ (‘ updmhshu’); it is for this reason that at a sacrificial perform- 


ance whatever | is done in honour of Prajapati is done in silence; so that 


by describing those facts “and by the injunction of indicative | Mantras, ; 


-o Vigsnu also (who has the character of silence), even though not already 


recognised as enjoined, would be referred to as if already so recognised. —As- 


. regards the third deity, Agni-Soma, the text enjoining that deity is as 


follows i Htdvabriiyasim agni-somavdjyasyaiva tavupdmehu paurpamasyam "= 


yajan’ .— 


From all this it follows that the sacrifice (spoken of in the sentence’ 


f * Uparnehuyajamantara yajati’) is an entirely distinct one, 


SUTRA (11). 


‘From THE MENTION OF THE QUALIFICATION (WE RECOGNISE THR 
PARTIOULAR: SACRIFICE). 


En hás bees: a (by the | Parvapakein) that it is “not known which 
sarifies it is that is called ¢ Upadmshuyaja’ .—Our answer to this is that the 
“sacrifice šo called is that one of which‘the ‘qualifiéation (silence, Upāmshu) : 


hes: been mentioned in the sentence * Upammshu paurnamasyam. yagar:’ 
(which, mentioning the Paurhamasi: ‘as the day of the sacrifice qualified by 


the meoin of apestan, indicates. that sacrifice to be one: ‘that is 


] 
$ 
a 
| 
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performed on the Paurnamiisi).—Hence the objection has no force against 
the Siddhanta. Pony l 
SŪTRA (12). 
ALSO BECAUSE [THE UPAMSHUYAJA SACRIFICE HAS BEEN] SPOKEN OF 
AS IF IT WERE’ [THE PRINCIPAL LIMB OF THE SACRIFICE]. 


Bhasya. 


When 2a sacrifice is spoken of ‘ as if it were’ a principal act, it strengthens 
the notion that it is a principal act ; just as when a person’s name is written 
‘as if he were’ the most important person, it gives rise to the notion that 
he is actually the most important person. [The Updmshuydja has been 
spoken of as *‘ Hrdayahupamshuydjah’, where it is spoken of as the Heart, 
ie. as if it were the most important part of the sacrifice, which also 
indicates that itis a distinct sacrifice] and hence it cannot be a collective 
name [of the batch of three sacrifices mentioned in the second set of 


sentences]. 


spire se hentia deen SOA E EE 


PSS ae Reena i yoann eaoeetmeanace in 


secre: 


[i 


ADHIKARANA (5): [ Aghara’ na : Agnihotra?-are distinct 
ia penton acts: Second exception to Adhikarana (3)]. 


SUTRA (13). 


[Porvaraksa]—“ Tur ‘ ĀQGHÄRA’ AND ‘ AGNIBOTRA’ (ARE NOT 
INDEPENDENT ACTS), AS THEY HAVE NO FORM (ACCESSORY 
DETAILS) OF THEIR OWN.” 


Bhasya. 


(A) There is the text ‘ Aghdramdagharayati’ (T.S. 2. 5. 11. 6),—and then _ 
the texts ‘Urdhvamdaghdrayati, Saniatam dghdrayati’, (Taitti. Sara. 2. 5. 


-IL 7), Rjumäghärayati’” (Ibid.), and so on.—(B) Similarly, there is the text 
< Agnihotram juhoti’,—and then the texts ‘ Dadhna juhott’, < Payasa& juhoti’ 
and so on.—Now there arises the question : (A) Are the Agharas enjoined 
by the sentences ‘ Urdhvamagharayati’, etc., and these same are collectively 


referred to in the sentence ‘ Agharamaghdrayati’ ?. Or is this latter sentence — 


‘injunctive of a distinct and independent Aghéra ?—(B) Similarly, are the 


Homas enjoined by the sentences. ‘ Dadhnd juhoti’, ete., and these same are 


collectively referred to in the sentence ‘Agnihotram juhoti’ ? Oris thts latter 

. sentence injunctive of a distinct and independent Homa? 

. On this question we have the following Pirvapaksa—‘ The two sen- 
-tences (‘ Agharamaghdrayati’ and ‘ Agnihotram juhoti.’) are not snjunctve of 

independent acts ;—-why ?—because ‘they have no form of their own’; i.e. the 
acts spoken of in these two sentences have no forms other than those of the 


= e Aghara’ and ‘ Homa’ spoken of in the other two sets of sentences,—on the 


basis of which different forms the acts could be regarded as different from 
those. Hence it follows that they contain mere references to the acts 
egies enjoined by the other: sentences in the context.” 


SUTRA (14). 


; ‘(Ponvaranea (continued) ]—** ALSO BECAUSE OF THE APPLICATION OF — 


THE. NAMES, = 


Bhésya. 


“The names also are applied, in such expressions as ‘ Agnihotram näma 


homam juhoti’, ‘Agharasanjiakam karma karoti’, where the two acts of: 
Homa and Aghdra are predicated as qualified by the names ‘ Agnihotra’ and 


‘ Aghara’ ;—end it is not known which particular act is called ‘ Aghara’, 


3 cand which is called * Agnihotra’ — —‘ But it is well known that Aghara i is the 
act of Pouring, and Homa is ‘the act of offering into fire’.—If what are _ 


z enjoined in the sentences is the act of Pouring in general and the act of 
_ offering into fire in general, then these two acts being already known, their 


“mention in the sentences in question aula ass be by way of reference.—If | 


| 
q 
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- on the other hand, the two names (‘ Aghara’ and € Agnihotra’) are not meant 
to be applied in their literal (etymological) sense,—even then the two acts 
of Aghdra and Homa could not be regarded as mentioned only in their 
general forms, because a name is always applicable to a particular individual 
(not a general) entity; and yet we perceive no particular features. For 
these reasons, the two sentences in question (‘ Aghaérmdghdrayati’ and 
‘Agnihotram juhoti’) could not be regarded as injunctions of a distinct Aghara 
and a distinct Homa.—Further, how could an action (Homa) be spoken of 
by means of a word expressive of the means of accomplishment (° Agni- 
hotram’)?—In fact that means of accomplishment which is ‘the most 
desired’ is spoken of by means of a word with the Accusative ending, and the 
action is spoken of by means of a word with a conjugational ending. In 
ease the two sentences are taken as mere references (collectively to the acts 


enjoined in the other sentences), the actions taken collectively as one 


a . composite whole would be something different from each of the component 


actions; and this composite whole could be treated as ‘the most desired’ 


means of accomplishment (and hence capable of being spoken of by a word 
‘with the Accusative ending). 


SUTRA (16). 


[PURVA PAKA (concluded) |—‘‘ ATSO eevee IT IS NOT RELATED TO 
THE CONTEXT.’ 


a Bhasya. 
i ge ae «There is no material or Deity in the context which could be connected 
‘with the Aghdra (as a distinct sacrifice), and which could impart a form to 


that sacrifice.—For this reason also the terms ‘dghdra’ and ‘ agnihotra’ must 
be treated as standing for the sacrifices taken collectively.” | 


SUTRA (16). 


[Srppaiwra]—Ly REALITY, THEY ARE INJUNCTIONS; BHCAUSH THE 
WORDS SIGNIFY ACTUAL PERFORMANCE ; AND THE REPETITION 
OF THE WORDS IN OLOSE PROXIMITY IS FOR THE 
PURPOSE OF INDICATING THE ACCESSORY — 
. DETAILS. ? 


 Bhasya. 


ona: as; worda standing for the sacrifices ‘already enjoined taken collec- 
‘tively; they- should be treated as Injunctions, —Why ?— Because the words 
 gignify actual performance ; ie. the words. ‘dghdrayati” (in the sentence 


ne ae that the Boba of Fhia (Pouring) and 


Offering nto o Firo: and they ar > nob 


Iti is not right that the ‘two terms s Aghara’ and ‘ Agnihotra should be 


Z äghäramäghārayati. and“ juhoti (in the sentence ‘ agnihotram juhott. *) mean Ace 
: Cee into rroa are to beo 


Lose oig E are > not known r 
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the two sacrifices (of Aghara and Agnihetra) will thus have their forms duly 
determined, and enjoined in those forms.. 

It has been argued above that—“ the sacrifices are really enjoined in 
the sentences, § Urdhvamagharayati’ i < Dadhna juhoti’ and the rest, which 
sacrifices are only referred to in the two sentences ‘ Aghdramdghdrayati’ and 
‘ Agnihotram juhoti’” —But in reality, it is not so; the sentences ‘ Urdhva- 
 maghadrayati’ and‘ Dadhna juhoti’ and the rest are not capable of enjoining 
- the acts of Aghdra and Agnihotra; because the sentences do not convey the 
notions that ‘the äghära should be performed’ and. that ‘the Agnihotra 
should be performed’; what the sentence ‘ Urdhvamagharayati’ signifies is. 
that ‘ the connection between ürdhvatā (uprightness), and dghdra should be: 
brought about’,—and what the sentence ‘ Dadhnā juhoti’ signifies is that 
‘the connection between the Dadhi and the Homa should be brought 
about’ ;—thus then, the sacrifices of Aghdra and Agnihotra not being such 
as are already enjoined by the other sentences, the two sentences in 
question cannot be regarded as mere references to something already. 
enjoined.—‘* When, as you say, the sentence ‘ Urdhvamdghdrayati’ enjoins. 
the connection of the Aghaéra with Urdhvatd,—and the sentence ‘ Dadhnd 
, juhoti’ enjoins the ‘connection between the Homa and the Dadhi—the 
Aghara and the Homa would naturally come in.”—Not so; because the 
connection (of the Aghdra with the Urdhvatd, or of the Homa with the 
Dadhi) could be possible only when the injunction of the acts (Aghdra and 


` Homa) is already there; hence the acts of Aghdra and Homa cannot be 


regarded as coming in by mere implication. It follows from this that these. 
are distinct acts by themselves. 

Says the Opponent—“ As a matter of fact, what the terms‘ äghārayati’ 
: and“ juhoti’ directly signify is the operation on (performance of) the Aghara 
and the Homa,—not the connection of the Urdhvata and the Dadhi.” 

‘True; the said connection is not directly signified ; but the signification 
of the. operation would be assumed ‘in proximity’ (to the Injunction), ‘for 
the purpose of indicating the accessory details (qualifications).’ 


“But the Shruti (a Direct Assertion) could not signify the operation of re 


a thing other than what is mentioned by itself.” 
This is quite true; but it could very well signify the operation of some- 
thing spoken of by itself; and this something would be qualified by the 
qualifying | word ; and there would, thus be a  ragogn tion of the qualified 


if he would perform the particular sacrifice without taking notice of the 
T qualification, he would. feel tha ; mee had done his duty. —Pantravartika— 
Trans., p. 690.]"” K 
iee What would happen; « even Lit ity were so. 2 Even though the dualfieatiod 
would be inoperative, the meaning of the word would be definitely known. | 

-oo t In this case, what would be the purpose served by the promimaaey 
of the goalie word??? | is 


7 directly laid down, the ue not ‘engage Ar in it; so that, eyen : ee 


ep es J aad 
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It may not serve any purpose at all. 

“How can (a word of) the Veda be useless ? ” 

In cases where it serves a purpose, it cannot be useless; but when it 
does not serve a useful purpose, what else could be said (except that. it is 


. useless) ?—{It is the opponent’s reasoning that makes the word useless, by 


making the qualifying word inoperative ; according to our reasoning it does 
serve a distinctly useful purpose; so that it cannot be useless.—Tanira- 
vartika—Trans., p. 691.] 

“In that case, the necessary qanlifiontion could be obtained through 
Syntactical Connection; it is only when there is Direct Assertion (by the 
words) that no assumption can be made on the basis of Syntactical Connec- 
tion.—[That is, even though the injunction of the qualified operation is a 
direct one, yet, in the way you put it, it would come to rest upon 
Syntactical Connection.—Tantravartika—Trans., p. 691.]” 

That is true; but the said assumption could be made when the 
meaning of the Direct Assertion would not be intended to be conveyed. 

« Why should there be no intention to convey the idea in the present 
case 2” 

- Because the word speaking of the qualification is not a wrong reading, 
—and because the act spoken of by the text itseif is one that has been 
already enjoined by another text. . 


Thus it becomes established that the repetition (of the mention of 


Homa) in such texts as ‘Dadhna juhoti” serves the purpose of indicating the 


qualifying (accessory) details; that is, the use of the term ‘juhoti’ is a 
reference (to the Homa enjoined elsewhere) for the purpose of connecting > 

that Homa with qualifying accessory details Like Dadhi). 
“Tf the term ‘jūhoti (contained in the sentence ‘ Dadhnad juhoti’). is 


a reference, then by what is the accessory detail enjoined ?”’ > 
‘Please do not say that we hold it to be enjoined by the term ‘ dadhi? ;— 
[What is meant is that in the term ‘juhoti’ as appearing in the sentence 


-4 Dadhna juhoti’, the conjugational affix serves the purpose of enjoining the | 


material, Dadhi, mentioned by the word ‘ dadhna@’ , and it is only the verbal 
root that contains the reference to the Homa enjoined elsewhere ;—so that 
there is no difficulty about the injunction of the accessory detail, Dadhi.— 
Tantravartika—Trans., pp. 691-692]. 

“But we have just explained that the operation of the accessory 


: (qualifying) detail is understood to be. got at through Syntactical Connec- 


tión”? 


True, that i is 803 bat unless the thing has peed aoein. aujoined, how can 
it be understood ( through anything). 2 In fact, if an unenjoined thing were 
to be cognised, there could be no means: of. right cognition by which that © 
`- cognition could be brought about; and in the absence of such a means. 

_ of right cognition, the cognition could only be regarded as an illusion. too 
Pay -Under the circumstances, the term < juhoti’ (in the. sentence < Dadhna 

< o Juhoti*), as also the term ‘ äghärayati (i 
se “must be. injunctive (of the. accessory detail 


the sentence ‘ Ürdiwamāghārayati ) 


- “What is it then: that signifies the reference (i (to ‘tie sacrifice enjoined 
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This reference is signified by t the verbal root (in ‘juhott’ and ‘ dghara- 
yati’). . 
“Tf these terms (‘juhoti? ad: aaant are injunctive, then, — inas- 
much as what they express (i.e. the acts of Homa and Aghāra) has been 
already enjoined (by the sentences ‘ Agiihotram juhoti’? and ‘ Agharam- 
aghdrayati’—according to the Siddhanta),—why should they be repeated ? ” 

The words are repeated for the purpose of enjoining what is expressed 
by the whole sentence; so that there is nothing incongruous, 


From all this it follows that the two sentences (‘ Agnihotram juhoti’ and 


< Aghadramdgharayati’) are injunctions of distinct and independent acts. 
It has been argued (by the opponent) that there are no materials or 
Deity mentioned in connection with any such distinct act as ‘ Aghara’.— 


But what is the need for any such material and Deity being mentioned, - 


when the form of the act (sacrifice) is already fully recognised on the basis. of 
the name signifying what is well-known ?—Further,—[it is not true that no 
material and Deity are mentioned in connection with the Aghdra sacrifice}— 
we actually find the Butter (Ajya) mentioned as the material for this 
sacrifice, in the text ‘ Chaturgrhitam va. ttadabhit tasydghdramdgharyd’, and 
its Deity Indra is indicated by the manira laid down in the following text— 
‘Indra tirdhvodhvaro divi sprshatu mahato yajho yajnapaté indravan svaha— 


ityaghdramaghdrayati’ (Cf. Taitti. Sam. 1. 1. 12. 1); the sacrifice can be- l 


< imndravāän’ (as mentioned in this mantra) only if it has Indra for its deity ; 


so that if this mentions the deity for the Aghdara sacrifice, then this sacrifice 


í becomes duly complete in all its details. 


For these reasons it becomes established ‘that the two sentences in z 
question are injunctive of two distinct and independent acts, and do not 


E speak of the twa groups of sacrifices (enjomed i in the other sentences). 


[The subject-matter of this Adhikarana (5) cannot be soganded: as aldy 
included in the. foregoing Adhikarana, (4); because acts of Aghara and. Homa as 
spoken of in the sentences, ‘ UrdhvamaghGrayati’ and Dadhn&-juhoti’, are precise: = i 
ly in the same form in which they are presented by the two sentences ‘ Agharama- aoe 


gharayati” and < Agnihotram juhoti’ ; while in the preceding Adhikarana, the word 
speaking ‘of the sacrifice in one sentence was ‘ upamshuyadja’ and in the other 


* yastavyah* ; further, in the previous Adhikarana, the injunction of the deity — 


“Viggu in the sentence ‘ Visnuruparnshu yastavyah ° completely over-shadows the 
notice of the ‘ Bringing about’ of the Sacrifice; while there is no over-shadowing in 
the present Adhikarana ;—in the present Adhikarana the several sentences are not 

“capable of being construed as ‘one sentence’, as in the preceding Adhikarana;— 
lastly, the sentences in the present Adhikarana are not regarded by either party to 
be purely commendatory declarations, as those of. the preceding Adhikarana 

have been sepetina byt the Stedoanvin.} f 


! 


[Apurcarana (6):—The ‘ Pashu’ and the ‘Soma? are 
distinct and independent Acts.] 


(SOTRA 17). — 


AS THERE IS MENTION OF THE MATERIAL, (THE SENTENCES. 
MUST BE) INJUNCTIONS OF THE ‘PasHu’ anp:‘ Soma’ 
SACRIFICES ;—-BECAUSE THE MENTION OF THE MERE | 
MATERIAL IN THE CONTEXT WOULD BE USELESS, 
SPECIALLY AS THE WORDS COULD NOT SERVE 
THE PURPOSE OF LAYING DOWN NECESSARY 
DETAILS. 


Bhasya. 


In connection with the Jyotstoma we find the text—(A) ‘Yo diksito 
yadagnisomiyam pashumdalabhaté ’—(‘ The initiated sacrificer kills the animal 


dedicated to Agni-Soma’,) (Taitti. Sarn. 6. 1. 11, 6)—~and then it goes on,. | 


 * Ardayasydgre’ vadyati, atha jilwāyā, atha vaksasah’ (‘He cuts out the heart 


` first, then the neck, then the chest’) (Taitti. Sarh. 6. 3.10. 4) ;—similarly _ 
me is the text (B)—* Soména yajēta’ (‘Sacrifices with Soma’); then it goes — 
n, ‘Aindravayavam grhnati, maitrévarunam grhnati, äshvinam grhnati’ and 

so on (‘He takes up the cup dedicated to Indra-véyu, then the one dedi- 


cated to Mitra-Varuna, then the one dedicated to the Ashvins’), l 
= In regard to these two sets of texts, there arises the question—(A). Is 
the word ‘ dlabhaté’ (‘ kills’) only a reference to the group of acts expressed 


by the word ‘ avadyati’?? Or is it injunctive of a distinct and independent. 


¿act? (B) Similarly, is the word ‘yajéta’ only a reference to the group of 
acts expressed by the word ‘grhnäāti’ ? Or is it injunctive of a distinct and. 
independent act? ` 

On this question, we have the following Piirvapaksa— 
«Both these words are references to the two group of acts;—why ?— 


Because the two acts that may be thought of as being enjoined by these two . 


- words are already made known (enjoined) by the two words avadyati’ and 
‘ grhniti? ;—and what has been already made known cannot be enjoined 


again.—The torm. ‘pashu? t animal’) [in the text (A)] is a reference to the 


‘heart’ and other limbs (mentioned in the sentences : Hrdayasygrévadyatt’, 


etc.); and the term ‘Soma’ [in the text (B)] is a reference to the » 


Soma-juice (in the ‘ cups’, mentioned i in the sentence ‘ Aindravdyavam grhna- 


Ms, ete.” )—Consequently, the. root“ ‘yaj sto sacrifice’, inthe sentence ‘Soména ` z 


: yajēta’ (B)i is a reference, made fo the purpose of connecting ings saorifiop? 


Tanar 


connecting t the “kiling” ik 
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Further, that the several ‘ holdings’ (of the cups, spoken of in the sen- 
tences ‘ Aindravaéyavam grhndii’, ete.) form one group of acts is clearly 
shown by the text ‘ Dashaitdnadhvaryuh praiahsavané grahdin grhndti’ (* At 
the morning extraction, the Adhvaryu holds these ten cups’); the order of 
sequence also among these ‘holdings’ is shown by the texts—‘ Ashvino 
dashamo grhyaté’, and ‘ Trtiyo hiyatée’. | 

“Then again, if the two distinct and independent acts were enjoined 
(by the two verbs ‘dlabhaté’ and‘ yajéta’), then, in that case, the terms 
‘aindravayavam’, ‘ maitravarunam’ and ‘dshvinam’ could only be taken as 
injunctive of deities; and the several deities, being thus enjoined in relation 
to a single sacrifice, would have to be regarded as so many optional alter- 
natives; just as in the case.of the text ‘ Khddiré badhnati, palashé badhndti, 
rolvitaké badhnati’ [the three woods, Khadira, Palasha, and Rohita, having been 
enjoined in relation to ‘the single act of Tying, have been regarded as three 
optional alternatives).—If those deities were so many optional alternatives, 
then the mention of the order of sequence among them, (as shown in the 
texts ‘ Ashvino dashamo grhyaté, etc.’), as also the mention of them as forming 
one group (as in the text ‘ Dashaitdnadhvaryuh pratahsavané grahdn grhnati’), 
would have no sense. On the other hand, if the root ‘ yaji’ (to sacrifice, in 
the text ‘ Soména yajéta’*®, were treated as speaking of the group of acts (of 
holding the cup dedicated to Indra-Vayu, and that dedicated to Mitra- 


7 : Varuna, and that dedicated to the Ashvins ),—then all this would be aoe 


applicable.—From all this it follows that the terms ‘dlabhaté’ and ‘ yajatā’ 
must be taken as speaking of the two groups of acts. ”’ 

: On this Paérvapaksa, we have the following Siddhainta—The two texts 

are injunctions of the two distinct sacrifices, ‘Pashu’ and ‘Soma’ ;—why ?—_ 
The term ‘ soma’ is known to he expressive of the milky-creeper, not of the 

juice (a8 held by the Pirvapaksin); and the word ‘Soma’ denotes 


the Class, not the Individual.—Similarly the term ‘pashu’ is used by 


people as expressing a particular object with horns, tail, hair, four feet,— 

and this also denotes the Class.—Now, there are no sacrifices enjoined 

in the context at which any such class of Material (not any individual) | 
is to be used ;—and it is only if there were such sacrifices that Shey a could 

be referred to as groups by the words ‘ Pashu’ and ‘Soma’. 

oy : “The Heart and other limbs are parts of the Pashu (Animal); and it is 

these limbs that would be referred to by the term ‘pashu’, for the purpose 

of connecting them with the deity 4gni-Soma.” 

That cannot be; all that the sentence means is that the ‘ Pash 

, becomes dedicated to: Agni-Soma* , not that ‘the Heart and other limbs. are 
 Pashu’. Tf the: term * pashu’ be taken i in its ordinary sense of the animal, 


-  then'the word retains its. primary significance; if, on the other hand; it is 


taken in the sense of the Heart and other limbs, then the word becomes 
secondary (indirect) in its significance of the parta of the animal’s body.— 
Similarly, the term ‘ soma’ could be a reference only: if it were taken in the k 
secondar ir y (indirect) sense of the ju ‘oma.—From all this, it follows that 
-the texta, in qupetion aro 6 Tnjemotioia distinct aot md, not mere ð refor- l 
“enges; a l 


-It might be e egued t thats the text “Somëna a yaje” may be taken a as 7 n 
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enjoining the Soma-creeper in ETE to the sacrifices to Indra-Vayu and 
other deities (which sacrifices are enjoined i in the other sentences ‘ Aindra- 
vayavam grhnati’, etc.)”. 

Our answer to this is that this cannot be; “because the creeper could be 
recognised as related to the deities Indra- Vayu only through Syntactical 
Connection; while it is by Direct Assertion that the juice is recognised as 
related to Indra-Vdyu. Under the circumstances, if the term ‘Soma’ (in 
j the text ‘Soména yajéta’) were expressive of a material; then, —even though 
| the other sacrifices, Aindravdyava and the rest, would be there as mentioned 


ing, or referring to, a material for those sacrifices [as the material for these is 
already direcily .asserted to be the Soma-juice] ; ; 8o that the word would be 
entirely useless. 

From all this it follows that the texts m question en join distinct acts, 
and they do not refer to the sacrifices mentioned in the Context. 


| : SUTRA (18). 
SIGNIFYING PREPARATORY AOTS, THE SENTENCES CANNOT BE 
INJUNCTIVE. 


Bhasya. 


there are other sacrifices enjoined in the contexts (by the. sentences 


ete’); yet these are not the sacrifices that are referred to collectively by the 
words ‘ Pashu’ and ‘ Soma’.—The position taken up in the present Sutra is 


‘ signifying preparatory acts, the sentences cannot be injunctive’; that is, the 
the act of ‘ grahana’, ‘ taking up’ (spoken of by the word ‘ grhndti’, in the 


sentence ‘ Aindravdyavam grhnati’), stands for mere preparation, which 
: perves a visible purpose (of getting the ‘cup’ ready); after this ‘ prepara- 


purpose; so that what the sentence ‘ Aindraviyavam grhnati’ means is that 
‘the cup is prepared and dedicated to Indra-Vayu’ ;—and as this ‘ dedica- 
tion’ would not be possible without the act of sacrifice, this act of sacrifice 
would be assumed (on the basis of the ‘ apparent inconsistency * of the 
‘ dedication’); [such is the roundabout. manner in which the sentence 
aa ‘ Aindravayavam grhmati..’ ‘could be taken as indicating the act of sacrifice]; 


is already directly enjoined in the other sentence (‘ Soména yojeta’ );—hence 


verb: 


in the Context,—it (the word ‘ soma’) would be incapable of either enjoin- 


oe | Me The Siddhanta view as propounded just now has been that, even though 


‘ Hrdayasydgrévadyati, etc.’, and by the sentences‘ Aindravayavam grhnati, . 


that there are no other sacrifices enjoined in the contexts.—Why ?—Because _ 


sentences ‘ Aindravdyavam, etc.’ and the rest do not enjoin sacrifices at all; — 


tion’, the mention of the deity (Indra-Vdyu) would be for a transcendental | 


—this act of sacrifice, however, at which the said“ dedication’ could bè made, - 


~ there could be no justification for taking the sentences ‘ Aindravdyavam 
> oe and the rest as injunctive of a: sacrifice. ‘Thus then, there being . 
| oth t he root. ‘ yagi’ Gin the word 

annot he takon as. releriog. to 


‘dlabhéta? in the sentence — 
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SUTRA (19). 

BECAUSE OF THE DIVERSITY OF DEITIES, THERE SHOULD BE REPETITION 
OF THE ACT (OF SACRIFICE); AS THE MENTION OF THE DIVERSE 
MATERIALS WOULD BE OTHERWISE MEANINGLESS, THERE 
SHOULD BE MULTIPLICITY (OF THE ACT OF 
‘GRAHANA’, ‘ HOLDING’), SPECIALLY 
BECAUSE THE ACT (OF GRAHANA) 

IS SUBSERVIENT TO THE 
MATERIAL, 

Bhasya. 

The discussion that we had so far in regard to the ‘Pashu’ sacrifice 
shall be resumed under Discourse X.. It is in connection with the ‘Soma’ 
sacrifice alone that we continue the discussion now. 

It has been argued by the Pirvapaksin that in regard to the acts of 
grahana (Holding), there are texts mentioning an ‘order of sequence’ 
among them (e.g. ‘Ashvino dashamo grhyaté’), as also those speaking of 
them as a ‘ group’ (e.g: ‘ Dashaiténadhvaryuh pratahsavané grahdn grhniaiti’); 
—how are these two facts to be accounted for ? 


As regards this argument, the fact of the matter is that. when Indra- . 
Vayu and the other deities are spoken of (in the sentences ‘ Aindravayaram 
grhnati’ ete.), it is not meant that ‘a sacrifice is to be offered to Indra- Vayu’ 


- or fa, sacrifice is to be offered to Mitra-Varuna’. If such were the direct 


a meaning of the sentences, then alone could these deities be assumed to be 


the deities of sacrifices; and in. that case the sense of the injunction 
contained in the sentence would be that the sacrifice is to be accomplished. 
` with the Deity alone (without any material, etc.) [which is absurd]. On the 
other hand, if the deities are taken’ as enjoined in connection with the 
preparatory act of ‘grahana’ (Holding), with a view to some transcendental 
result, then the ‘dedication’ to Indra-Vayu would be something distinct 
from the ‘ dedication’ to Miira- Varuna; and this ‘ dedication’ in each case 
: “would bring about a transcendental result distinct from the transcendental 
result: brought about by the said Holding itself. So on with the other 
“Holdings also. And thus it is that the several Holdings are spoken of 
: eollectivety as a group (on the ground that the several transcendental 
Results brought about by them go together to help the final transcendental 
‘result of the Soma sacrifice). 

[Next as regards the ‘ order of sequence ’*] the quantity of Soma-creeper 
_ to be used at this sacrifice is ‘ten handfuls’, all of which is kept in several 


definite-sized vessels opening upwards and six inches (one Erädesha) in 


height, and pounded and mixed with water in several definite-sized jars; all 
this Soma. prepared in this fashion could not be ‘held’ in the hand (in Cups, 
< except by a small quantity being taken up and kept in each Cup). [Hence 


these € holdings’ must be many and distinet,] Even if it were possible to 


‘hold’ all: this (bya single act of Holding), the right course would be to: 


‘hold’ it by parts, as otherwise, the performance would run counter to the — 


a directive text of the performance whereby the several enjoined deities have 


He to be treated as optional, aitenintteos fore if the whole of the Soma were- 


a: ammo 
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‘held? once only, then what is dedicated to, Indra-Vayu would be the same 


that is dedicated to Mitra- Varuņa; and this would be absurd.—Hence, in 


“view of the ‘ dedication ? (to each deity) being distinct, the Soma meant for 
each separate deity must be kept separately ; ; and this could not be done by 
a single act of Holding. Further, unless there is a sacrifice to be offered to a 
Deity, there can be no ‘dedication’ of a material to deities; hence it follows 
that sacrifices should be offered to all those deities to whom the material 
has been. ‘dedicated’ ;—and when these sacrifices are offered to these 
deities, thereby becomes accomplished the sacrifice that has been directly 


enjoined in the text ‘ Jyotistoména yajéta’, which thus needs no. other. 


deities. This Soma- sacrifice (Jyotistoma) has been enjoined as to be per- 
formed with the entire ‘handful’ (of Soma-creepers) ;—and this is possible 
only if the act of ‘Holding’ is repeated ;—it is only then that it becomes 
complete in all its details. It is for this reason that the sacrifice has to be 


d repeated; as unless it is repeated, it cannot become fully equipped with all . 


the deities (mentioned) and the whole (handful) of the Soma.—And when the 
action is repeated, it is only natural that there should be an order of 
sequence among the several acts and they should be spoken of collectively as 
forming a group (called the ‘ Soma’ or ‘ Jyotistoma’); so that the mention 
of these in the texts is only natural. 


SUTRA (20). 

ae ee THE PREPARATORY ACT CANNOT BE DIVERSE; BECAUSE THE MATERIAL, 

> Ea WHICH SUBSERVES THE PURPOSES OF SOMETHING - ELSE, OCCUPIES 

ONLY A SECONDARY POSITION. 
Bhasya. 

It has been argued by the Pirvapaksin that—« in the case of the pee 
‘ Khadiré badhnati’, ‘ Palashé badhnati’, and ‘ Rohitaké badhnatz’, the three 
_ woods, Khadira, Palasha and Rohita, are treated as optional alternatives inthe 


several deities (Indra-Vayu, Mitra-Varuna, Ashvins) could be treated as 
optional alternatives. —But this cannot be right, because in the case cited, 
the Khadira and other woods are found to be directly enjoined for the 
purpose of accomplishing the ‘preparation’; hence in the case in question 
also, if the several deities of the ‘ Holding ’— Indra-Vayu and the rest,—had 


alone could option be admitted. As a matter of fact, however, they are not 
found to be directly enjoined for the purpose of accomplishing the sacrifice; 
hence they.: have to be taken together (as forining < one $ group). 


i [There is some difference ' in the. interpretation of the’ Siitras in this Adhi- 
karana; as to which embodies the Pirvapakea and which the Siddhintà s—for 
e which ace TantravGrtika—Trans., p.709.) 7 
oo [The purpose served by the. Adkikaran's ‘i 
ce which the J yoniguerna i is one Asebeine the detail have to be performed i in relation 


preparatory act of the ‘Tying’; and similarly in the case in question the — 


been directly enjoined for the purpose of accomplishing the sacrifice,—then 


nat, ab the: Betypal Sacrifices ‘of a 


ding to the Pirvapakea; while ce 
performed. exactly as atthe. > 
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ADHIKARANA (7): Actions differentiated by Number. 
_ SUTRA (21). | 
InasmMucH AS IT IS ` BASED UPON SEPARATENESS, NUMBER SHOULD 
BE A DIFFERENTIATOR AMONG ACTIONS. 


Bhasya. 


[Differentiation among acts on the basis of different words and on the basis of 
the Repetition of the same word having been disposed of,—along with exceptions-— 
‘we now proceed to discuss the differentiation of actions by Number.) . 

The Vajapéya sacrifice has been enjoined in the sentence ‘ Vajapéyéna 
svarajyakamo yajéta’; at this sacrifice there are seventeen animals conse- 
erated to Prajapati, as mentioned in the text—* Saptadasha präjäpatyän 
- paskūnalabhatē; saptadasho vai prajāpatih prajdpateraptyar shyämästüparā 

Ekarūpa bhavanti, évameva hi prajāpatih samrddhyat’. (Taitti. Bra. 1.3. 4. 3.) 
l Now, in regard to this, there arises the question—Does this passage 
speak of seventeen distinct acts? Or of only one act at which the seventeen 
animals come in as an accessory detail ? 

On this question, we have the following Pirvapaksa—“ There is only 
one action ;—why ?—because, when the question arises as to whether the 
seventeen animals are ‘dedicated to Prajapati, is it for the accomplishing of 
-a single sacrifice or several sacrifices ?—the most reasonable view to take is . 
_ that they are dedicated for the purpose of accomplishing a single act. 


- When a man dedicates seventeen animals, he dedicates one animal also;— ` 


when one animal has been dedicated (and the act of sacrifice accomplished 
through that dedication), the dedication of all the seventeen animals be- 
comes accomplished (as part of that same first sacrifice) ;—wherefore then 
should there be any assumption of the second and subsequent sacrifices ? In 
this way there would be need of assuming a fewer transcendental results (as 
following from the single sacrifice, than the large number that it would be 


necessary to assume if there were seventeen sacrifices).—From all this it ae 


- follows that a single act of sacrifice is accomplished by means of the seventeen 
a animals, ‘a 
In answer to the above we have the following Siddhanta—There should 
be difference among actions due to number, because the number seventeen is 
based upon. the separateness of the actions; that is, there is ‘ separateness” 
among the animals only when there are several actions,—not if there is a 
‘single action.—Why ?—The Injunction lays it down that the sacrifice in 
question is to be accomplished by means of eleven offerings (made out of 
the eleven pieces cut, out of the body of the dedicated animal) ;—all these 
f offerings are got out of the body. of a single animal ;—under the circum- 
„stances, the killing of the other sixteen animals (beginning with the second) 
could not be for the purpose of obtaining the pieces to be offered ;— 


-- 80 that the animals that would be killed after the killing of the first animal © 


ould be killed. only for the purpose. of bringing about a transcendental 4 
result ; sand i in that case, as the bodies: of these other animals would not be 
ce aeiaai offered to Pepan, they. would not be. ‘ prajapalya’ T dedicated. to 
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Prajapati’);—and this would be incompatible with the fact that the Vedic 
text speaks of them as ‘prdjépatya’.—Thus then, it would be impossible 


for the number seventeen—which is based upon the separateness of so many | 


distinct things,—to rest in a single animal (offered at a single sacrifice ) ;— 
on the other hand, if there are several sacrifices, there would be need for 
‘several sets of cuttings for offering; so that for the seventeen sacrifices, it 
would be necessary to get together seventeen animals; and it is only thus 
that the mention of the number ‘seventeen’ would be reconciled.—For all 
these reasons, the number of sacrifices (mentioned in the text in question) 
must be seventeen. 

Objection—* Even when there is a single sacrifice, the sacrificing could 
be done by means of the seventeen sets of cuttings (out of the bodies of the 


| 


text)”. 
Reply—That cannot be; what is directly asserted is the number of the 
r animals killed,—not the number of sets of cuttings; and what are the means 


of accomplishing the sacrifice are the cuttings as the sacrificial material,— 
not the class ‘animal’; as what this class ‘animal’ has done at the arche- 


typal sacrifice, (Jyotistoma) is that it helped the primary act by qualifying - 


the individual animal- out of which the cuttings were obtained; so that at 


the ectypal sacrifice also what it will do is to help the primary act by qualify- 


l © ing the individual animal out of which the cuttings would be obtained.— 


f} 
$ 
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necessary to kill one animal; and in this way the number ‘seventeen’ 


reference to their horns, or their complexions, or their shapes,—such as whites 
black, red,-—then any one of these alone would be taken up (for killing, for 
the purpose of obtaining the cuitings);—or, if it were in reference to such 
division as that into ‘ the hornless’, ‘ the two-horned’ and ‘ the one-horned’, 
then also any. one of these alone would be taken up. In the text under 
consideration, however, we find that all the animals are spoken of as ‘ black, 


ee 


all the seventeen animals of this same kind (for the purpose of obtaining the 


necessary) only when there are several (ie. seventeen) sacrifices,—and not 
when there is-a single sacrifice (at which a single set of cuttings would be 
usd, for which the body of only one animal would be required). 
_ From all this it follows that there are seventeen sacrifices. 
oo he: purpose served by this Adhikarana is that,—according to the 
E Purvapaksa, if a-single animal were lost or found defective, the act (of killing) 


* being. pondnaiy to a. : transcende iti esult while according to. the 
i only one g nimal over which the. act would have to be. repeat- 
zhen the. seventeen ces are distinct, one would not need 


‘seventeen animals),—on the basis of the direct declaration (contained in the 


_ Now, what the number ‘seventeen’ applies to is the Animal, not the sets of | 
cuttings; so that for the purpose of obtaining one set of cuttings, it becomes 


‘could not be applicable to the cuttings.—This would be the only explanation 
possible.—If then the animals had been spoken of as ‘seventeen’ in 
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_ hornless and of one shape’ (‘shyämästūparā ëkarūpäk’);—aŭd the killing of | 


` cuttings out of the bodies of all the seventeen) would be possible (and 


a performed over the entire batch of. animals would have to be repeated, each 
z one of whom would be ‘killed after the. other,—the whole act in this case’ 
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ADHIKARANA (8): Actions differentiated by Name. 
SUTRA (22). 


- THE. NAME ALSO (DIFFERENTIATES ACTIONS), AS IT OCCURS IN THE 
oRIGINATIVE INJUNCTIONS. 


Bhasya. 


In regard to the text * Athaisa jyotirathaisa vishvajyotirathaisa sarva- 
jyotik, there arises the question—-Is it the single sacrifice Jyotistoma that is. 
referred to here by the (three) names (1. Jyotih, 2.: Vishvajyotih, and 
3. Sarvajyotih) for the purpose of enjoining, in connection with it, such 
accessories as ‘the gift of a thousand’ and so forth? Or do these names. 
lay down three distinct actions, the details. regarding ‘which are going to be 
mentioned later. on ? 

' On this question, we have the following Pirvapaksa :-—‘ The text in ques- 
tion should be taken as laying down the accessories of the principal sacrifice 
spoken of in the context (i.e. the Jyotistoma); as it is only thus that the 
connection of the context is maintained.‘ But all these accessories would 
be taken, on the strength of Syntactical Connection, as enjoined in connection 
with the sacrifices named Jyotih, Vishvajyotih, and Sarvajyotih’.—That does 
not affect our position; because all these names denote the Jyotistoma sacrifice _ 
itself. That is, (a) the term ‘jyotid’ mentions the initial term in the com- 


ae ‘pound ‘7yotistoma’; as regards the terms (b) ‘ Vishvajyotih’ and (ec) ‘ Sarva- 


jyotih,’, what is meant is that all (‘sarva’ and ‘vishva’) ‘jyotis’, Trivrt and 
the rest, which are spoken of in the supplementary texts, belong to this. 
Jyotistoma sacrifice, and on that account, the Jyotistoma is called ‘ Vishva- 
jyotih? and ‘ Sarvajyotih’ (i.e. “having all the Jyotis’), [Thus shen all the 
three names stand for the Jyotistoma sacrifice itself]. TR 
In answer to this Pürvapakga we have the following Siddhanta: ~The 
‘three names, Jyotih, Vishvajyotih and Sarvajyotih are differentiators of 
actions,—because these are found mentioned in the originative injunction ; 
and they do not merely repeat the names of sacrifices mentioned before ;. 
hence the sentence ‘ Athaisa jyotih’ should be taken as injunctive of a new 
distinet act (not already enjoined). If it were a mere reference (to the 
_Jyotistoma), it would not be conducive to any distinct activity, and as such 
would be useless (superfluous). Further, if the reference were regardéd as 
being for the purpose of laying down the further accessory detail (of the 
gift of a thousand), in regard to the sacrifice of the Context (i.e. Jyotistoma), 
then there would be an option (between. the accessory details previously 
laid down and those laid down through the said reference); which would 


mean that one of the two accessories. would. be rejected at the performance pd 


where the other would be employed [and the’ rejection of what has been 
enjoined is most improper]. —Further,. the- terms ‘ Tyotih’, ‘ Vishvajyotih’ 
and. ‘Sarvajyotth’ do not. denote the Jyotistoma ; in fact they. stand for 
ek: totally distinct, sot of sacrifices. Merely. because one part of the. name 


» 
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is common to the two acts, it does not follow that one subserves the purposes 
of the other ; for instance, the term ‘ shālā’ denoting House,—the term ‘ mala’ 
also could not be regarded as denoting the House, simply on the ground of 
the similarity of the syllable ‘la’ which i is present in both the terms, ‘ shdla’ 
and ‘ mala’. 

. It has been argued (by ie ‘Piireapabein) that “tho term ‘ Jyotth’ 


(which is one of the terms in question) mentions the initial term in the 


compound ‘ Jyotisioma’.’—But (if, ‘jyotih’ stood for the Jyotistoma), the 
sentence ‘ Athaisa jyotih could be construed with the term ‘ Jyotistoma’ (con- 


tained in a totally different sentence) only indirectly on the strength of the. 


Context ;—this would set aside the natural and direct syntactical connection 
of the sentence with the term ‘Jyotth’; and this would be most unreason- 
able, as Syntactical Connection is more powerful than Context. 

It might be urged that “the term ‘Jyoti’ might apply to a distinct 
sacrifice, through its etymological sense of illuminating or effulgence,—but 
the other two terms ‘ Vishvajyotih’ and ‘ Sarvajyotih’, which are connotative 
of all (or entirety), must stand for the Trivrt and other Jyotis (which are 
present in their entirety in the Jyotistoma sacrifice).” 

That cannot be, we reply; because the term ‘Jyotih’ is not known to be 
connotative of the Trivrt and the rest; so that by arguing as he has done the 


Opponent goes against well-recognised usage.—It has been urged that — 


“the fact of the term ‘Jyotih’ signifying the Trivrt is indicated by the 
supplementary texts.’’—But that in a sentence a certain term is used. in 
the sense of something spoken of in the same sentence is understood on the 


‘basis of a means of cognition other than Verbal; so that where there is no- 


such other means of cognition, indicative of the fact, the term cannot be 


taken as used in that sense. For instance, in the case of the sentence — 


‘simho dévadatiah’ (*Dévadatta is a lion’), that the term ‘ simha’ (‘lion’) 
stands. for Devadatta is indicated by a means of cognition other than. this 
“ gentence itself; but this other means of cognition is not available in the case 
of the sentence ‘ simhamdlabhéta’ (‘one should kill the lion) [hence in this 
case the term ‘ simha’ is not taken as standing for Dévadatta].—From all this 
it follows that the terms + Vishvdjyotih’ and ‘ Sarvajyotih’ do not denote 
the Jyotistoma; and if the Jyotistoma is not spoken of by means of these 


words, all the three terms must be taken as s standing for entirely different ` 


sacrifices. l 


. 
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ADHIKARAŅA (9): Actions diferentiata by difference of 
_ deities, 


SŪTRA (23). 


WHEN A WORD DENOTING A MATERIAL IS RELATED (TO A WORD DE- 
NOTING A DEITY) OTHER THAN THE ONE THAT HAS GONE BEFORE 
[IT BECOMES A DIFFERENTIATOR OF ACTIONS], BECAUSE THE 

TWO SENTENCES ARE EQUAL. 


Bhasya. 


‘In connection with the Vaishvadéva section of the Chdturmadsya sacrifice, 
we have the text—(a) ‘Tapté payasi dadhydnayati sé vaishvadévi. aGmiksa ; 
(b) Bajibhyo dajinam’ [* When curd is put into hot milk, the milk turns into 
(1) curdled solids called ‘dmiksd, which is offered to the Vishvédévas, and 


(2) the liquid, skimmed milk, which is offered to the Bajins’] [ef. Maitré. 
Sam. 1. 10. 1]. 


Tn regard to this, there arises the question—Does the second sentence 5 


ie (b) lay down a fresh material, Bajina, curd-water, for the act which has been . > 
enjoined in the first sentence (a) as having the dmiksd, curdled pieces, for its 
material? Or the act with the curd-water for its material is distinct from _ 


w that with the curdled pieces ? 


On this question, we have the following Parvapaksa: :—“ The second sen- 
‘tence (b) lays down a fresh material for the sacrifice enjoined. in the first 
sentence (a).--Why ?~Because ‘ baja’, like * dmiksd’, standing for food, the 
term ‘ bajin’ (the basis of ‘bajibhyah’) stands for the Vishvédévas ; 
the second sentence refers—by the word ‘ bajibhyah’*—to the V À 
and enjoins, with reference to those deities, a fresh material i in the sl ape of 
the Bajina, curd-water; so that both the materials,—dmiksd, curdled pieces, 
and Bäjina, curd-water—are to be offered to the same deity, Vishvédévas. 
Thus the Bajina, curd-water, is enjoined in connection with the same act 
that has been laid down in the preceding sentence. Just as, the act of the 
-7 Agnihotra having been enjoined in the first sentence, the subsequent sen- 

~e. tences, ‘Dadhnad juhoti’ and < Payas juhoti’ (of. Tai. Brā, 2. 1. 5.4), lay 
- down fresh materials for that same act.” 

< In answer to this Pérvapaksa, we have the following Siddhdnta :—When 
a word denoting a materidl is related to a word denoting a deity other than the 
one that has gone before, it should enjoin a distinct act; because, in that case, 
the two- sentences are equal; ie. . both are s injunctive of digtinet and 
independent acts, ni 
Co But in the texts aiit a is has a word: denoting a desis bihor i 
than the one that has gone before,—when, aS just pointed out by us, the term 

e Bajina’ refers to (and stands for) the. Vishvédévas themselves 2, 
Our answer to this is as follows—According to the explanation AA 
oit would come. to wi that the. dete ¢ character of the: Yebyedivas is dnd. 


maman a 


p 
k 
4 
i 


Se follows. — 
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cated in one case (the first sentence), by Direct Assertion, and in the other 
(the second sentence) by Syntactical Connection; i.e. it is by ‘direct asser- 
tion’ when it is expressed by the nominal affix (as in the term ‘ vaishvadévi’), 
and it is by ‘syntactical connection’ when it is expressed by the Dative 
ending (as inthe term ‘bdajibhyah’) ;—when the deific character is indicated 
by Direct Assertion, the Vishvédévas are syntactically construed with Amiksd 


(curdled pieces),—and when the deifie character is indicated by the Dative 
ending, it is syntactically construed with Bajina (curd-water) ;—further, in the . 


former case the deific character is indicated by Direct Assertion, and the 
connection of the particular material (curdled pieces) is indicated by 
Syntactical Connection, while in the latter case, both are indicated by 
Syntactical Connection. Thus then, in regard to the deifie character, there 


is conflict. between Direct Assertion and Syntactical Connection ;—and - 


in cases of such conflict, Direct Assertion is more powerful than Syntac- 
tical Connection. All this leads to the conclusion that the first sentence, 
which speaks of the Amiksd, clearly establishes the fact of the Vishvédévas 


being the Deity, and that this is not done by the second sentence, which 


speaks of the Bajina; from which it follows that this latter material Bajina 


is related to some word expressive of the Deity, other than the one men-. 


tioned in the preceding sentence; which proves that the act mentioned in 
the second sentence is distinct from that mentioned in the first.sentence, 


SOTRA (24). 


WHEN, HOWEVER, THE WORD MENTIONING THE ACT IS NOT ACCOMPANIED 
BY A WORD DENOTING A MATERIAL, THE ACOESSORY MENTIONED 
IN THE SECOND SENTENCE SHOULD BE TAKEN AS PER- 
TAINING TO THAT SAME ACT. 


Bhasya. 


.[It has been argued (by the Pirvapaksin) that—‘ Just as the act having 
been enjoined in the sentence ‘ Agnihotram juhoti’, the subsequent sentences, 
t Dadhnā: juhot’ and ‘ Payasã juhoti’, are injunctive of materials for that 
same act,—so also in the present case the act being mentioned in the first 
sentence, the second sentence will be injunctive of a material for that same 


act]”’.-Our answer to this is that it is only right that in the case 
_ cited (of Agnihotra), the subsequent. sentences should be taken as injunctive 


of materials for the same act; as in that case the act mentioned in the first 
sentence is not connected with any material not mentioned in the Context,— 


while the material mentioned in the-second sentence is connected. with the. 
Sacrifice mentioned i in the context oru the first, apatanos). —Hence the two 
Gases are not analogous, 


Or, this Stirs (24) may. be. taken as a a separato 4 Adhikarana by ital, os as 


oe SETAE ISAS ORE NOS 


ee T a a a a a a A R E O = 
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ADHIKARANA (10): Exception to Adhikarana (9). 
SUTRA (24). 


WHEN HOWEVER THE WORD MENTIONING THE ACT IS NOT ACCOMPANIED 
BY A WORD DENOTING A MATERIAL, THE ACCESSORY MENTIONED 
IN THE SECOND SENTENCE SHOULD BE TAKEN AS PERTAINING 
TO THAT SAME ACT. 


Bhasya. 


Piirvapaksa—“ Such sentences as ‘ Dadhné juhoti’, ‘ Payasd& juhoti’ and 
. the like are to be taken as enjoining distinct acts; as otherwise they would 
. have to be taken as laying down so many optional materials (for the same 
act)” 

_ Siddhänta—It is clear from the words of the texts that thers. is a single 
act of the Agnihotra,—and not different acts; and it is in regard to the 
same act that the sentences in question lay down diverse materials; among 
which an option has to be’ admitted, as clearly justified by the texts them- 
selves. 


[The Tantravdritka does not take this as a separate Adhikarana.]} 


| 
H 
| 
| 
b 


ee knowledge of results from acts, t 


ADHIKARANA (11): The mention of certain materials serves 


the useful purpose—even in connection with the same Act— 
of indicating different results. 
SUTRA (25). 
[PŪRVAPAKŞA]—“ BECAUSE OF THE MENTION OF A (DISTINCT) RESULT, 
THERE WOULD BE A (DISTINCT) ACT (LAID DOWN BY THE SENTENCE) ; 


SPECIALLY AS A RESULT IS ALWAYS ESE WITH A 
DEFINITE ACTION” 


Bhasya. 


[Two conclusions have been previously arrived at :—(1). If the originative In- - 


junction of a sacrifice mention no*accessory detail, the accessory mentioned in a 
supplementary sentence becomes connected with that sacrifice ;—and (2) if the 
originative Injunction of a sacrifice mention an accessory, any other accessory 
mentioned in the same ‘context must be connected with some other sacrifice.-—There 
are cases however where the originative Injunction mentions no accessory detail, 


_ while the supplementary sentence mentions, not one, but several kinds of accessory oo 
. details; and it is one of these cases that is going to he considered now.—Tanira- - 


vartika—Trans., p. 752.) 


With reference to the Agnihotra (which is enjoined by the simple In- 


junction ‘ Agnihotram juhoti’), we have the texts ‘ Dadhnéndriyakdmasya 


juhuyat’ [If one is desirous of acquiring sense-efficiency, one should pour 
‘into fire libations of Dadhi’], and so forth. (Tai. Brā, 2.1.5.6.) < 
In regard to this, there arises the question—Is the offering of the 


libations of Dadhi an offering different from the offering made at the Agni- 


hotra? Or is the result (sense-efficiency) meant to follow. from the material - 


Dadhi (offered at the Agnihotra itself) ? 

The Purvapaksa on this question is as follows :— 

The offering (Homa) in question is distinct (from the offering siete’ at 
the, Agnihotra) ;—why 2—because-a distinct result is mentioned; that is to 
say, we find a distinct result mentioned, and 4 result can follow onl y from an 


act.—' When you lay down the general proposition that ‘a result can follow. 


only from an act’, do you refer to such visible (ordinary) results following 


from acts as grains: from Agricultural Operations [and from that infer the oe 
` same in the case of the act of offerings] ?’—Our answer to this is—No; what 
ONT have asserted does not follow from the analogy of visible results (such as. ` 
grains, etc). ‘Because if what is ‘seen were | to be the sole basis of our iio: 
such) esults are seen only in the case of 1o00, 
ase of acts like offering into 
alts. following from, these 


been seen to follow in the 


be concluded that Similar - 


256 — . SHABARA-BHASYA : 


results follow from other things also’,—in that case, a result would be likely 
to follow from a material substance also.—If it be meant that-—‘ what is 
asserted is that a result follows from every act that is similar to Agri- 
cultural Operations—and what is similar to Agricultural Operations is the 
offering into fire, because it is an act (like the said operations), and not the 
material substance, which is not similar to Agricultural Operations’,—then 
our answer is that the offering into fire also is not similar to Agricultural 
Operations, because the offering into fire’is accomplished by means of such 
things as the Mantra, the Deity and other accessories, while Agricultural 
Operations are carried on by means of such things as the plough and other 
implements; and further, the offering inio fire is of the nature of giving, while 
Agricultural Operations are of the nature of tilling (the ground).—‘ But we 
base our assertion on some sort of similarity (not absolute analogy) ’—Well, | 
- some sort of similarity (to Agricultural Operations) there is in a material 
substance also, which latter, like the operations, is an entity and is ephemeral 
and so on.—‘ But seeing that there is another thing (the offering into fire for 
instance) which bears a greater degree of similarity (to Agricultural Opera- 
tions) than that borne by the material substince, we assert that the material 
substance is not similar (to the operations) ’.—In that case, there are other 
-acts with visible results which bear a greater degree of similarity to Agri- 
cultural Operations than that borne by the offeriny into fire [because this. 
ie offering leads to invisible results, while the other acts, like Agricultural 
Opérations, lead to visible results], and hence the offering into fire also 


should. be regarded as not similar to Agricultural Operations. Nor is there 


any such well-established law as that whatever is seen in one thing should — 
be regarded as present, even though not actually seen to be so, in every 
thing that is similar to the former thing. As a matter of fact, when a certain 
thing has been found: to be a cause, in connection with a well-known object, 
(ie. with that which is cited as the Instance in connection with the 
Inference),—if that same thing happen to be cognised as the cause in con- 
nection with what is going to be proved, then, in that case, that thing proves. 


this conclusion; and if it is not cognised as the cause in connection with. 


this latter, then, it cannot prove that conclusion, even though it be similar 
to the said Instance. Consequently even when.a thing is similar to the In- 
stance, it has to be examined whether. or not it proves the desired con-. 
ian 
—‘[The reasoning may be put ; thus- Whatever is an act is always. 
nai to lead to a result,—the offering into fire also is an act, —hence this 
offering also. must lead to a result’.—[If this reasoning be right] then, on the 
 gessation of the Act, the material substances and their various combinations. 
are found to bring about a result in the ‘shape of another substance, —and . 
-ofroni this the material euherosince also mai be. eae as lending to 
a Tesut. ; : 
a # Further, no invisible (‘wanseendeatal rit is found: to PAE from: E 
the Agricultural Operations,—and as the act of offering into fire is similar to. 


ae the Agricultural: Operations, that. ‘offering also could not bring. about an in- 


+ visible (transcendental) result. —Or, oñ the ground of its similarity to the 
Appeal Operans the act af ‘fering: also might bring about results i in 
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. the shape of grains (which sre the result brought about by Agricultural 
| Operations),—and not any such result as sense-efficiency.— 

“Thus then the conclusion is that in matters like those we are consi- 
dering, it is not true that what is not seen is proved by what is.seen. 

«s How then is it that a result can follow only from an act (as asserted 
by the Parvapaksin, Text, p. 158, line 16) ?’ 

“Our answer is that the fact that a result follows is known only from 


which it is declared, by the word, to follow ;—that the result follows from 
is the act of offering into fire we learn from Direct Assertion (of the Vedic 
text),—-while the fact that it follows from the material Dadhi is learnt from 
the Syntactical Connection (of the term ‘ Dadhnd’ in the sentence ‘ Dadhna 


| 
| 
| words (of the Veda); hence a result can be held to follow only from that from’ 


Syntactical Connection.—Hence we conclude that the result (sense-efficiency) 
follows from the act of offering into fire,—which alone is the reasonable view, 


able. . 

| “Then again, the Dadhi is incapable of doing both,—bringing about the 
result: (sense-efficiency) and accomplishing the act of Offering into Fire. 
It might be like the washing of the blanket (with the Feet)—this 
washing does both, it cleanses the blanket and also removes dust from 
the feet.’—We do not say that one thing has not the capacity to serve two 


ideas—(1) that the Dadhi is accessory to the accomplishment of the Result 
and (2) that the Dadhi is accessory to the accomplishment of the act of 


_ brought about by means of the Dadhz’, then it cannot declare that ‘the act 
of Offering into Fire is to be accomplished by means of Dadhi’; or if it 
declares that ‘the act of Offering into Fire is to be brought about by means of 
Dadhi’, then it cannot declare that ‘the result is to be brought about 


sentence.—-From all this the. conclusion is that the result does not follow 


a detente eras geanpcigeaimanon ee 


distinct from top Cerina into Fire that is done in the Agnthowra ai 


SUTRA (26). 


‘[Sropeiwra|—Bor INASMUCH AS THE TWO SENTENOES ARE Nor 
EXACTLY ALIKE, ir (mE SECOND SENTENCE) SHOULD BE. 
TAKEN AS LAYING DOWN AN ACCESSORY FOR THE | 
 SAORIBICH | ORENTIONED n IN. THE FIRST peonia 


E 
A 
ie u 


pak a— What he second a 


indriyakimasya juhuydt’);—and Direct Assertion is always stronger than ` 


_~and the other view, that it follows from the material, Dadhi, is unreason- 


purposes; what we do say is that a single sentence cannot express the two 
Offering into Fire; that is, if the sentence declares that ‘the result is to be 


` by means of Dadhi’; if it were to declare both, then there would be two- 
sentences—a syntactical split; while as a matter of fact, we find a single - 


from the accessory, Dadhi, and that the Offering into the Fire of Dadhi is an act. 


SSS EST gE 


o sentences « aro, ‘not alike’; ‘ z = 
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that is, in the sentence ‘ Agnihotram juhujat svargakdmah’, we have a result, 
Heaven, mentioned along with an act (Offering into Fire),—the meaning of 
the sentence being ‘ one desiring Heaven should bring it about by means of 
the act of Offering into Fire’; while in the sentence ‘Dadhnd indriya- 
_ kāmasya juhuyat’, we have a. et mentioned along with a material; this 
latter sentence does not convey the idea that ‘the act of Offering into Fire is” 
to be done for the purpose of bringing about efficient sense-organs’; the 
< idea that it does convey is that ‘the act of Offering into Fire should be done 

with Dadhi, when it is done for one desiring sense-efficiency’; so that 

what it Jays down is the connection of the act of Offering into Fire with the 

Dadhi, for the purpose of bringing about sense-efficiency ;—it does not lay 

down the performance of the act of Offering into Fire itself; the sense being 
that ‘if a man is desirous of efficient sense-organs, he should perform the 

act of Offering into Fire with Dadhi’. 
l Question.—‘* Which is the term in the text that signifies the effort 

(activity) of the Agent ?” 

Answer.—The word ‘juhuydt’ is that term. 
“Tt is by Direct Assertion that this word ‘juhuydt’ signifies the Agent’s 

| activity as connected with the act of Offering into Fire, while it is by 

Syntactical Connection that it signifies its connection with Dadht;—and 
` Syntactical Connection cannot set aside Direct Assertion. Nor will it be right 
to say that there would be no incongruity in the sentence signifying both 
the connections simultaneously ;—as that would involve a syntactical split.” 
Our answer to this is as follows:—Those who accept your view would — 
- get aside the entire Direct Assertion ; while in our view, what would be set 
aside would be only what is denoted by the verbal root in the word ‘juhu- 

i yat’; in your own. view on the other hand, the entire word ‘dadhna’ would 
`- | be set aside, and yet this word has been used by persons who never commit 

| a mistake; nor is it a mad man’s song :—as has been explained under Sūtra 
1, 2. 8-— The convention of long-established tradition is equally present’. 


-o For this reason it is not right to take the result as mentioned in connection | 


with a distinct act: The other interpretation, on the other hand, whereby 
the result is taken as mentioned in connection with the material, dadhi, 
‘does not render the text incongruous in any way. Because the verb 
t juhuyāt’ is actually used for the laying down of the connection between 
the ‘dadhi’ and the ‘ desire for. sense-efficiency °. 
~o oon Objection.—** Even though all this may be signified, yet. it is not mere 
- activity (doing in general) that is understood; in fact, no purpose would be 
- ‘served by the signification of mere activity; what is understood must be 
“something connected with the act of Offering into Fire; so that the incon- 
gruity pointed out still remains.” - : 
<o Not s0, we reply; for what. is understood as connected. with the act of 
_ offering inte Fire is also activity (doing), with only this difference that it is 
~ activity connected with the act of offering into Fire; this however is not 
zi incompatible with the fact that the word denotes activity; the sense of the 
<= whole | sentence being that. ‘if a man is ‘desirous of sense-efficiency, his 
activity in connection with the act a of Offering into the Fire should be connected 
`- with Dadhi?. = ae a 
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“« Even so, the same incongruity remains, —that the result i is spoken. of as 
along with the act of Offering into Fire.” 

Our answer is that the force of the word “‘juhuydt’ is such that it 
signifies the activity qualified by (connected with) the act of Offering into Fire ; 
but in this the act of Offering into Fire is not enjoined as the means of 
accomplishing (any result); in fact, the Activity as something to be-accom- 
plished is connoted by the sentence as the substratum for (the operation of) 
the Dadhi. It is for this reason that the Vritikdra has declared as follows—_ 
‘The material as resting in the act of Offering into Fire would accomplish the 
result; just as the king’s officer ‘performs the king’s work as aupelsuiag on 
the king.” 

` Thus it is that the result follows from the Dadhi; and the sense of, the 
sentence is that ‘the man desirous of sense-efficiency should bring about 
that efficiency by means of Dadhi’. 7 

“ But in what way is this to be done?” | 

In the manner of the entire procedure of the Agnihotra. 

“How do you get at this?” 

(a) Dadhi as a means of accomplishing the result stands in need of the 
indication of the manner and method in which this is to be done,—(b) the 
method that is in close proximity to the mention of the Dadhi is that 
. detailed in the procedure of the Agnihotra,—(c) the sentence contains the 

term denoting the act of Offering into Fire (i.e. the root ‘hū’ with the sign 
of the Injunctive) ;—yet this same word is not injunctive, being, as itis, only a 
` ¥eference to the same act of Offering into Fire (as enjoined in another text). 
—It cannot be said that there is no other word injunctive of the act of 
Offering into Fire-—From all this it follows that what is mentioned in the 
sentence ‘ Dadhna indriyakdmasya juhuydt’ is not a distinct act; hence ‘the 
Result follows from the (use of the) Dadhi (at the act of a into Fire 
which is enjoined by the sentence ‘ Agnihotram juhoti’), 
Or (the other explanation is that) as special significance is meant to be 
attached to the term ‘ Dadhi’, the connection between Dadhi and the act of 
Offering into Fire is enjoined by the sentence (‘ Dadhnd, etc.’);—hence the 
Result would Salad from the Dadhi as connected with the act of Offering into- 
Fire. 


ADHIKARANA (12) : The Varavantiya, etc. are distinct acts: 
| Exception to the foregoing Adhikarana. 


“SUTRA (27). 


Waene THE SENTENCES ARE ALIKE, (THE MENTION OF. THE RESULT) 
MUST BE CONNECTED WITH A DISTINCT ACTION. 


Bhdsya. - 


We have the text—(a) ‘ Trivrdagnistut agnistomah, tasya vayavydsu 
ékavimshamagnistoma sama krivé brahmavarchasakdmo yajéia’, [and in conti- 
nuation of this Agnistut sacrifice, we have. the sentence ‘ Varavantiya magni- 
stoma säma käryam” , which prescribes an accessory in the shape of the Vdra- 
vantiya];—then comes the text (b) ‘ Htasyaiva revatisu véravantiyamagni- 
stoma sama kriva pashukamo hyéténa yajéta’. [The difference between (a) 
and (b) is that while the result mentioned in the former is Brahmavarchasa, 
Brahmic glory, that spoken of in the latter is pashu, Cattle}. l 

` [Agnistoma or Jyotistoma is the Archetype of all Soma-sacrifices; one of the. 


< minor Soma-sacrifices is the one-day sacrifice called ‘ Agnisiut’, which is also 


called ‘trivrt’, ‘trifold’, because the Trivrt-stoma hymn is sung at it; being of. 
the nature of the Amina, which is-one of the seven stages of the Agnistoma 
sacrifice, it is also called by the name ‘agnietoma’. During the performance of | 
the Archetype itself,—at the third extraction, they sing the Yajnayajniya Saiman, 
-which Saman, by. reason. of the Agnistoma sacrifice being completed thereby, is 
also called the‘ Agnietoma Saman’ ;—this Saman. being sung.in connection with 
the Agnayt BRk-verses beginning with the words ‘ Yajhayajna va agnayah *,—But at 
the Eetype, i i.e. the Agnistut, if the Agent is desirous of Brahmic glory, the Agnis- 
toma-saman is sung in connection with the Vayavt Rk-verses,—this Saman having 
twenty-one stomas, as at the Archetypal sacrifice, This is what is laid down in 
_ the first. sentence (a).—TIf, however, the Agent desires to obtain Cattle, instead of 
“ Brahmic glory, the Sāman to be sung is the Varavantiya, and that is sung in con- 
. nection with the’ Revati-verses, beginning with “Revatirnal,*. >, his is what is laid 
down i in the second sentence (6).] 


In regard to these sentences (a) and (b), there arises the question— 
‘Does the second sentence speak of the cattle as the result following from the 
special accessory, Vdravantiya, appearing in connection with the same act 
of the Agnisput-Agnistoma that has been enjoined in the first sentence,—and 
hence the words ‘ ééna yajéta’ of the second sentence is only a reference (to 
_ the same act of sacrifice which has been spoken of by the same words in the. 
first sentence)? Or do the words ‘éténa yajéta’ in the Second sentence ey 
down a distinet and independent sacrifice? 
` On this question, we have the following Pirvapakea :— The second : 

gentence does not lay down a distinct sacrifice ; it only mentions a ‘particular 

- result following from a particular accessory (used at the same sacrifice 
< that haa been laid down in the first sentence).—Why ?—The phrase ‘aéna 
vente a occurring in B the. second femenee) ar mentions what is already — 
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known, and not anything not already known; and for that reason, it cannot 


be a new Injunction, What the second sentence declares is that ‘if the ` 
Agent desires Cattle, he should perform the sacrifice, adopting the Varavan- ` 


tiya Séman’,—and it does not mean that ‘ one should perform the. sacrisice— 
by. doing what 1—by adopting the VGravantiya-siman’.—Then again, the 


phrase ‘éiasyaiva’ (in the second sentence, which phrase means ‘of this 


same’) clearly shows that what follows is ‘not a different sacrifice.—From. 
all this we conclude that all that the second sentence declares is that a 
particular result (Cattle) follows from the use of a particular accessory 
( Varavaniiya).”’ 

. In answer to this Pairvapaksa, we have the following Siddhanta :— 

In a case where distinct sentences like those under consideration ‘are 
alike, the mention of the result must be connected with a distinct action. “ What 
the second sentence says is ‘ Hiasyaiva revatisu varavantiyam kriv’ (t At this, 

having adopted the Varavantiya, on the Révati verses’);—as a matter of 
fact. however, ‘at this’—at the sacrifice mentioned in the first sentence,— 
there are no Révati verses on which the Varavantiya could be adopted. So 


that if the second sentence were to be taken as referring to the same act as” 


that mentioned in the first sentence, it would have to mean that ‘the Révatt 


verses are to be used,—and in connection with these, the Vdravantiya - 


‘Sdman has to be sung’; and this would involve. a syntactical split 


“Tand. make the term ‘ étasya’ wholly redundant—says the Tantravärtika— * 


`: Trans., p. 784). 

i The Pairvapaksin may suggest the following interpretation-— What the 
second sentence means is this—‘ Having brought into the sacrifice, the Révati 
verses and having sung the Vdravantiya on them,—one should perform that 


sacrifice’; so that that part of the sentence which speaks of the : perform- — 
ance of the sacrifice is only a reference to the sacrifice laid down in the- 


first sentence [and the part speaking of the introduction of the Révati verses 
and the singing of the Vdravantiya on them is an injunction of these 
(new) accessories ]}.”’ 

But in that case, [the Vorouandina siman being connected with both 
sets of verses], it could not be regarded as the Agnistoma- sdiman. 

“ But even so, the Vdravantiya would come in for accomplishing that 
purpose which (in the former ee a is served by the Agnistoma-Sdman 


_[so that the name " Agnisioma- -siman’ would still continue - to be appia. 


able].” 


“In that case, the term ‘ siasya’ would ieee its siduitoatios (be wholly z 
redundant); and if. significance were to be attached to both (ie. the <> 


Varavantiya and the. ROR eae Me then there Pon be: OCRA 
p 


-From all this it follows that what i is eon of in ‘the nsboud: sentence is | 


; an act distinct from. ‘the sacrifice mentioned i in the first sentence. 


` Question. —‘‘Even when the second sentence is taken as speaking of a n a 


distinct act, how is the syntactic al con ection avoided. yr 
os Answer.—The meaning of th 
‘should perionn the ‘sacrifice after 

z Bëvati- verses? ; and what is her í 


E the Varavantiya-Saman over the 


nce is that— One desirous « of settle E 


is anew sacrifice along. with all 
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these qualifications ; so that the sentence ‘ expresses a Single idea’ (and serves 
a single purpose), and it is also such that, ‘on being separated, the words 
are found to be wanting’ ;—and thus (all the conditions of ‘one sentence’ 
laid down in 2. 1. 46 being fulfilled), syntactical unity is maintained. 

“As a matter of fact, even under this construction, the sentence 
conveys two distinct ideas—(1) ‘ The new sacrifice should be performed’ and 
(2) the new Séman, Varavantiya, should be sung over the Révati-verses’.” 

Tt is not so, we reply. What is enjoined is the sacrifice which has for 
its accessory the Révati-verses over which the Varavantiya Sdman has been 
sung,—not the singing of the Vdravantiya; the singing of the Vdravantiya 
over the Révati-verses would be done as a matter of course (when the said 
qualified sacrifice is performed), and ena it is something that is 
eapable of being done. 

Objection.—“In this way, the connection of the Révati verses with 
the Vdravantiya would not be something enjoined; so that it would be 
possible to have other Sämans sung over those von and it would be 
possible also to. sing the Varavantiya over other verses.’ 

This does not affect our case. The term ‘ krtvd’ (‘having done "\ in the 
sentence denotes the said connection as duly accomplished for the purpose 
of the sacrifice; so that the said connection becomes understood; the term 
‘ kriva’, ‘having done’, is capable of signifying both, the accomplishment. as 

well as the connection of the past time; just as in the sentence ‘ shonamda- 
naya?, where both the horse and the red colour are enjoined (by the single word. 
shona’) for one who is to ‘bring in’ the horse, and yet this causes no 

- syntactical split,—similarly would it be in the case in question also, 
Even so, however, there are several things that come to be spoken of 
in the sentence—viz: (1) the Révati-verses, (2) the Varavantiya-Saéman, (3) 
the connection between (1) and i (4) the anor fice, and (5) me desire for 


a cattle.” 


This does not affect. our é positions Several ‘ines are spoken of, but 
what i is ‘enjoined i is only one, the qualified sacrifice. end Beier 
“As a matter of fact, the Révati-verses also are enjoined, as also the 2 
Varavantiya Sdman. If these were not enjoined, then the sactifice could 
not -be enjoined as qualified by these two; because it is not possible to 
enjoin the qualified without enjoining the qualification. Thus then, there 
being several objects of injunction, there is no ‘singleness. of idea’ (convey- 
. ed by the sentence in question) [and hence the sentence cannot be regarded 
as a syntactical unit] 
. The answer to this is as follows :—The term ‘artha’? (in the definition 
` of ‘one sentence’ under Sūtra 2.. 1. 46) stands for purpese, and the definition 
_of ‘one sentence’ thus comes to be that ‘when a number of words accom. | 
-plish a single purpose, they constitute one sentence (a syntactical unit)’. 
< Now, in the sentence in question the ‘purpose accomplished i is not more than 
one; i.e. there are not several words injunctive of several desired things; 
the term“ révatisu’, for instance, is not injunetive of the Révati-verses only ;— 
oe Af we take. the two terms ‘ révatisu varavantiyam’, together,—then also, the 
me T “‘varavantiya’, taking the Accusative ending, does not signify the 
ae des ge ‘connection ee ‘the. Rivai verses. and- the Varavantiya 
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Sdman);—as the meaning of the noun remains the same, the term 
‘ krivd’ also, signifying only doing or bringing about, does not tend to indicate 
connection. only; of the two words ‘ révatisu’-‘ vdravantiyam’, so far as 
the term ‘viéravantiya’, which appears with the Accusative ending, is 
concerned, it does not signify the intended connection; as it signifies 
nothing more than what is denoted by the basic noun itself;—then, as 
regards the word ‘krivad’, the root ‘kr’ does not tend to signify mere 
connection; what it signifies is the connection that subserves the purposes 


of something else (the sacrifice) ;—the sacrifice (denoted by the root in- 


‘ yajéta’”) as qualified by this connection, however, does not subserve the 
purposes of any other thing. Thus then, all these things, expressed by the 
words of the sentence in question, serve only one single purpose; and 
hence the whole forms ‘one sentence’ (a syntactical unit).—On the other 
hand, if the result spoken of in the sentence (cattle) were taken as following 
from the use of the particular accessory, the ideas expressed by the sentence 
would be—(a) that ‘the Varavantiya-Sdéman is to be for the purpose that is 
served by the Agnistoma-Siman’, and (b) that ‘the name of this. is 
Agnistoma-Sdman’,—and this would involve a clear syntactical split. _ 
Says the Opponent—‘ What is enjoined by the sentence is the sacrifice 


qualified by the several qualifications, Révafi and the rest, as subsidiary to- 


the Agmisiut sacrifice (mentioned. in the first sentence).—[The meaning. is 
that ‘Having sung the Vdravantiya over the Révaii verses, one should 
perform this sacrifice as subsidiary to tlie previously-mentioned Agmen’ ; 


use of the word ‘ éasya’ would serve the useful purpose of pointing to that 
Agnistut sacrifice which is, mentioned in the Context.—Tantravariika— 
Trans., p. 788.]”’ 

Even so, the connection of the term ‘ pashukdmah’ (‘ desirous of cattle’ 
would bring about syntactical split.—[The explanation suggested makes this 
term ‘ pashukdmah’ entirely irrelevant; if, to avoid this, it is taken in and 
included in the construction, then there comes about a syntactical split; 


because a single sentence cannot, at one and the same time, enjoina a ees 
F and. also a result. —Tantravartika—Trans., p. 788.]. 
salt ‘The construction may be presented as follows—‘one desiring | cattle 


should perform the sacrifice by means of the Varavantiya sung over the 


_Révati verses’ [Thus the syntactical split would be avoided.]”’ 
This is not possible; for (if the sacrifice laid down. in. this second. 


sentence thus explained were the same as the Agnistut sacrifice laid down in 


the first sentence, then)—inasmuch as the first sentence has laid down the > 
: Agnişstoma-Säman, in connection with. that sacrifice, as sung over the = 


Ydyavi verses,—if, in accordance with. the second sentence, the same 


for the Saman (i i the shape of. t ae verses). 


the advantages attendant upon this interpretation would be (1) that there 
would be no rejection of what is indicated by the context, and (2) that the - 


. Agnistoma-Sdman were sung over ‘the Révati verses, that would cause a flaw ` 
in the sacrifice, due to its being | deprived of the previously mentioned basis 


possible; for the Varnvantiye 
is all. that our explanation 


a oa 


a 
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It is certainly possible, if there is an injunction to that effect; unless 
there is a declaration to that effect, the Révati verses do not become taken 
in merely by the taking up of the Varavantiya. 

“There would be an injunction to that effect in the. form—‘ One 
desiring cattle should accomplish the Varavantiya on the Rēvatī verses, and 
then he should offer the sacrifice,’—this ‘ sacrifice’ being a reference to the 
sacrifice mentioned in the first sentence.” 

In case there is an injunction of connecting the ee with the 
- Révati verses, this itself becomes a distinct act; and the injunction cannot 
in that case be taken as that of an accessory of the Agria mentioned in — 
the first sentence. 

«The clause ‘then he should offer the sacrifice’ being a reference to the 
Agnigtut sacrifice, it would ‘be manifest that between the two (i.e. the 
Agnistut sacrifice mentioned in the first sentence, and the connection 
_ mentioned in the second sentence) there is a relationship which makes the 
latter a subsidiary to the former.” 

That is not possible; if the said connection (between the Varavantiya 
and the Révati) were merely subsidiary to the sacrifice (Agnistut), then it 
could have no connection with the ‘ desire for cattle’; for if both the con- 
nections were meant to be predicated, then there would be syntactical split. 

“But the connection with the sactifice would be only by way of 
reference, and the fact of this connection being subsidiary to the sacrifice 
T would be indicated by the Context.” 

This also is not possible; ‘ad Syntactical Connection is more powerful 
‘thas Context. 

For these reasons what.is mentioned. in the second sentence must be a 

distinct act,—this being either the singing of the Varavantiya over the Révati . 
verses as qualified by (i:e. in connection with) a sacrifice, or a sacrifice qualified 

by the said singing of the Varavantiya over the Révutt verses.— As regards 

-the connection between. this ‘ sacrifice’ and the ‘ desire for cattle’, we find its 

injunction in the form of the affix appearing at the end of the root $ yagi. (in 
‘ yajéta’), while we find nothing in the sentence that could: be directly l 


injunctive of the connection. between the Révati and. the | Varavantiya. n 


| Hence it becomes established that the second sentence’ enjoins, for the ~ 
person desiring cattle, the sacrifice as qualified by all the qualifications 
ae mentioned. in the sentence. 
“If this qualified sacrifice i is what. is enjoined, then, how does this 
- Varavantiya sung over the Révati verses become Agnistoma-Saman (as 
-< mentioned in the second sentence itself) ?” i 
On, the strength. of the declaration itself, it would be so, becange of its 
serving the same purpose as the Agnistoma-Sdman. ‘What is there that — 
cannot be done by a direct declaration fers the She ? In fact no » harden! is, 
too heavy for a direct declaration, 
As. regards the argument that the pronoun ‘Sasya? Gs the second 
cs sentence) ) [is a clear reference to the sacrifice mentioned in the first‘sentence, — 
< -bo which therefore the second sentence should be taken as areference],—our 
es answer is that a sentence is. always dependent upon what is immediately 
~ before of after ity so that there, would. be no iicongraity: in the word : 


Seer eng et po 
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‘étasya’ (‘this’) being taken in the indirect (figurative sense) of ‘ éad- 
dharmakasya’ (‘that which has this character’) [and the Vdravantiya 


Saman sung over the Révati verses is Serceinty sates that has the same 


character as the Agnistoma-Saman]. 

From this it follows that the second sentence should be taken, not as 
mentioning a result following from the use of a certain accessory, but as 
laying down n distinct sacrifice with such characteristics as those mentioned 
in the sentence. Thus it becomes established that where the. sentences are 
alike, the result is connected with a distinct action. 


sae ERS SUSE a EEE 


ADBIKARANA (13): The ‘Saubhara’ and the ‘ Nidhana’ 
both lead to the same Result: Exception to the foregoing 
Adhikarana. 


SUTRA (28). 


[PURVAPAKSA],—‘‘ BECAUSE OF THE MENTION OF THE HUMAN AGENT, 
l THERE MUST BE A RESULT IN CONNECTION WITH THE 
š BAUBHARA ? AND ALSO ONE IN CONNECTION WITH 

THE ‘ NIDHANA.’”’ 


Bhasya. 


We have the text (a)‘ Yo vrstikāmo yo'nnddyakamo yah svargakdmah 
sa saubharéna stuvita, sarvé vai kämāh saubharé’ [Tandya. M.B. 8. 8. 18, 20] 
(‘One who. desires rain, one who desires food, one who desires Heaven should 
sing the Saubhara Saman, as all desires are centred in the Saubhara’); follow- 
ing on this we have the sentence, (b) ‘ Hisiti urstikdmdya nidhanam kurydt, — 


 drgityannddyakamaya, i—iti svargakāmāya’ (Tan. M.B. 8. 8.'19] (‘For one 
_ desiring rain, the syllable his should be used as the Nidhana, for one desiring © 
food, the syllable ark and for one desiring Heaven, the syllable a’) — 

| f Saubhara’ is the name of a particular Säma-chant; and ‘Nidhana’ is thè 


_. last of the five or seven parts of a Sdma-chant; the syllables ‘ hig '; «ūrk’ and 
e a are some of those that are used as Nidhanas in various Sdma- chants. J 
In connection with these texts the question. to be. considered is—Is 
Saubhara the means of obtaining rain, and the Nidhana ‘hig’? another 
-= means of obtaining rain? Or the Saubhara alone is the means of 
obtaining rain, and the syllable ‘hig’ is to be used as the Nidhana of the 
. Saubhara when this latter is employed as the means of obtaining rain? 


Similarly when the Saubhara is employed as the means of obtaining food, 


the syllable ‘dirk’ is to be used as its Nidhana,—and when the Saubhara is 
employed as the means of obtaining Heaven, the syllable ‘i’ is used as its 

Nidhana? The same consideration applies to all these three cases.—[In 
connection with these two sets of texts, we proceed to consider the following 
question——Does the Saubhara mentioned in the first sentence bring about 
. its result by itself, independently of the Nidhanas ‘ his’. and the rest men- 


tioned in the second sentence, which latter bring about distinct results of 


_. their own, apart from that. brought about. by the Saubhara ? Or the. 
` Nidhands, ‘ His’ and the rest, have been laid down as the instruments 
which, when used in: connection. with the same aforesaid Saubhara, help this . 


eee $ ‘Tatteri in bringing. about its results 1—Tantravartika—Trans., p: 793. H 


: “How can the sentence convey the idea that there is a distinct result: 

following from the Nidhana? And in what manner does the text serve the 

-purpose of restricting the particular Nidhana to be used (with the Soia, 
-for the purpose of. bringing about « a a particular result) wer 
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If the second sentence’is construed as meaning that ‘the Nidhana His 
is to be used for the man desiring rain’ (Hisiti vrstikdmaya kurydt’),—then 
it means that a distinct result follows from the particular Nidhana. On the 
other hand, if the construction is—‘ Hisiti nidhanam hirydt’, ‘the syllable 


Hig is to be used as the Nidhana’, then the text serves the purpose of 


restricting the particular Nidhana to be used (in connection with the Sau- 
bhara) ;—and in this latter case, the term ‘ urstikdmdya’ (in the second sen- 
tence) is treated as a oe of the Saubhara, and it has no connection 
with the Nidhana ‘ Hig’ 


[Though the question here propounded has no bearing on the subject-matter of 
the Adhyaya, which is Difference among Actions,—yetit has beeh introduced here as. 
connected with that subject; or it may be that, like Difference among actions, Differ- 
ence among the Results of actions also forms the subject-matter of the Adhyaya.— 
Further, the question here propounded affects the.actual performance of the action 
concerned: At the time that the Saubhara has been commenced for one who 
desires Rain,—(a) would the last two nidhanas ‘ürk’ and ‘ii’ be used at the time 
along with the His, for the purpose of obtaining the other two results (food and 
Heaven),—and (b) a difference is to be made between the two desires of rain, one 
to be fulfilled by the Saubhara and the other to be fulfilled by the Nidhana ‘ His’, 
as would have to be made if a distinct result follows from the Nidhana separate 
from similar results spoken of in the first sentence as following from the Saubhara 


itself? (c) Or does the second sentence only serve the purpose of restricting the 
particular Nidhana for the same Saubhara as leading to the result mentioned,—so — 


that when one commences the Saubhara for the purpose of obtaining rain he should 


use the nidhana ‘ Hie’ only, the rain mentioned in the second sentence, in this caso 
being the same as that mentioned in the first sentence ?—From the way that the — 
Bhaeya has explained it, the question becomes a verbal one—Are the terms ‘hia’, — 
‘irk’ and ‘it’ connected directly with the terms ‘desiring rain’, ‘ desiring food’ 


and ‘desiring Heaven ’,—or with the term ‘ nidhana’ only ?—Tantravārtika—Trans- 


lation, pp. 793-794.] 


On the question as propounded above, we have the following Pūrva- 


paksa :-—“ In connection with the ‘Saubhara’ and the ‘Nidhana’, there ae 
is a distinct result ;—why ?—because of the mention of the human agent; i.e. we ` 


find the human effort mentioned in the second sentence by means of the term 
* kurydt’ eer use’). If the connection intended were that between 
“desire for rain’ and the nidhana ‘his’, then alone would such mention of 


human effort have any sense; not if the connection intended were that. 8 
‘between the Saubhara and that Nidhana; as in the latter case, the idea that 


‘the Saubhara should be sung along with all its accompaniments: (in the 
shape of Nidhana, etc.)’ would. be already obtained from the injunctive text 


itself, which lays down the singing of the Saubhara-Saéman.—Thus, from the ` 


mention of human effort by the term ‘kurydt’, we conclude that that view 
of the question is the correct one under which the ‘human effort’ mentioned 


- iş fruitful; and asa matter of fact, it is ‘fruitful only if a distinct result 
follows the Nidhana. Hence the conclusion is that there is ane result follow- ; 


ing from the Saubhara itself, and @ second result follows Pepati | from the 
Nidhana. = = 


s Or, the í mentior a the Mes ag nt spoken of i in the Stitra may be ‘that 


which sppears in ‘the: term ‘ ‘oreteapalye E Ch for one desiring Hearen "); it is 
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the man desiring rain who is spoken of by the term ‘ vrstikdma’,—and this 
“mention of the human agent in the Shruti text is capable of serving the 
purpose of urging the man to the particular activity, only under the Pūrva- 
paksa view (that a. distinct result follows from the Nidhana);—under the 
other view, on the other hand, the term ‘vrstikdma’, which denotes the 
human agent, will have to be taken in the figurative sense, as indicating the 
Saubhara; and this would involve a recourse to indirect (figurative) Indi- 
cation. And as between Direct Assertion and Indirect Indication, it is 
Direct Assertion, not Indirect Indication, that is logical. Hence we conclude 
that a second result follows from the Nidhana; and in this way there would 
be a larger volume of the result, in the shape of rain [one supply of rain 
coming from the Saubhara and a second supply from the Nidhana]; so that 
a distinct result must be regarded: as following from the Nidhana.” 


SUTRA (29). 


imbi imaj Bor INASMUCH AS ALL THE RESULTS MENTIONED IN THE 
SECOND SENTENCE ARE THE SAME AS THOSE MENTIONED IN THE 
_ FIRST SENTENCE,—THE MENTION OF THE RESULT SHOULD 
APPERTAIN TO THE SAUBHARA; AND THE REPETITION 
OF THE WORDS SERVES THE PURPOSE OF RES- 
TRICTING THE NIDHANAS. 


Bhasya. 


o The particle ‘vd’, ‘but’, sets aside the Parvapaksa.—The view that has — 
been set forth above, that a separate result follows from the N idhana, is not 
right. The second sentence is not to be construed as ‘urstikamaya hisiti 
kurydt’ (‘one should use the Nidhana His for one desiring rain’),—but as. 
“hīgiti nidhanam saubharasya’ (‘ His is the nidhana for the Saubhara’):—If 
the ‘ his” were connected with the term ‘desiring rain’, we could not get the 
idea that ‘the Nidhana should be used’ (‘ nidhanam ary $; so that the 
Nidhana ‘ Hip’ ‘would. not be used at all, If the ‘His’ were comected with 

- both (i desiring heaven’ and ‘should be used’ ), then there would be a syn- 
tactical split; which would imply that the term ‘nidhana’ has been wrongly 
put in the text; but it has been already pointed that texts like those we are 
dealing with cannot he held to be ‘wrong’. Hence the ‘His’ cannot 

. be connected with the term ‘desiring rain’; so that the result spoken of can- 

< not be regarded as a separate one following from the Nidhana by itself. 

“How do you ee the POPNE split by ponnesting. His with the 
Nidhana t” 

Our answer is as follows :—For the purpose of obtaining tain we have. 
the Saubhara already (enjoined in the first sentence) ;—-that there should be 
a: N idhanu to the Saubhara is also well known 3—50 that all that is enjoined, 
ine ‘this: case, by the second sentence, is that: ‘ His is the particular Nidhana 
to be used m connection with the Saubhara (when it is sung for the purpose 
of obtaining rain)? ; and in this there is no syntactical split. ‘From this it 

follows that the second sentence’ serves to restrict the pardenler Nidhana to. 
_ be used a a Perouse ene). Cee 
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Similarly in the case of the other two Nidhanas—ark and a—(spoken 
of in the second sentence). Inasmuch as the Saubhara as a whole is capable 
of bringing about all the results in the shape of Food, Rain and Heaven, it 


is possible to differentiate the Saubhara in particular cases by means of — 
words expressive of theae results along this is what is done in the second 


sentence]. 

“But why should this differentiation SS done ?”’ : ; 

The repetition (involved in this differentiation) serves the purpose of 
restricting,—i.e. of specifying the particular Nidhana to be ‘used in a 
particular case, for the purpose of obtaining a particular result. 


‘[Kumirila has criticised the above presentation of the Adhikarana and has. 
proposed a different presentation, though the Siddhinta remains practically the 
same—viz., that ‘the previous sentence having spoken of certain results as 
following from the Saubhara as a whole, what the second sentence does is to 
restrict the particular Nidhanas of the Saubhara with reference to each one of the 
results mentioned before, so that the mention of the results in the second sentence 
is only a reference to that in the first’ sentence ’.—See Tantravartika—Trans.., 
pp. 796-802. 

Kuméarila also adds a supplementary Adhikarana leading to the conclusion 
that ‘the Saubhara Saman to be employed for the purpose of obtaining rain and 


- the other results must. belong to that particular Vedic Recension in which the 


Sdman appears with those Nidhanas.—See Taniravartika—Trans., p. 803.) 


End of Pada ii of Discourse II. 


DISCOURSE II. 
‘PADA IIL. 


ADHIKARANA (l): The Grahagrata is subsidiary 
to the Jyottstoma, and not a distinct Act. 


SUTRA (1). 


[PURVaPaKsa]—“ IN REALITY AN ACCESSORY, MENTIONED IN CONNEC- 
TION WITH A SACRIFICE, SHOULD MAKE IT A> DISTINCT ACT; BECAUSE 
THE CONNECTION IS WITH THE ENTIRE SACRIFICE.” 


Bh asya. 


The Jyotistoma is a sacrifice, enjoined in the text (a) « Jyotistoména 
svargakaémo yajéia’ (‘One desiring Heaven should offer the Jyotistoma 
Sacrifice’). In reference to that same sacrifice, we find the text—(b) ‘ Yadi 
rathantarasdma somah syät aindravayavagran grahan qrhniydt ; yadi brhatsima, 
-shukragran ; Yadi jagatsima, dgrayandgran’ (If the Soma is one at which 
the Rathantara-Sdéman is sung, then the cups to be offered first should be 
- those dedicated to Indra-Vayu; if it is one at which the Brhat-Saman is 
sung, then the cups dedicated to Shukra: if it is one at which the Jagat- 
| Säman is sung, then the cups dedicated tọ Agrayana’). 


In regard to these, there arises the question—Is the first offering of the 


particular cups (grahdgrata@) enjoined as part of the Jyotistoma ? Or: as 
part of the two distinct acts named * Rathantarasamé ° and ‘ Brhatsima”’ ? 
If the names ‘ Rathantarasama’ and ‘ Brhatséma’ stand for the Jyotis- 
toma, then the accessory detail in the shape of the First- -offering of the Cups 
should appertain to that same sacrifice; if the two names do not stand for 
the Jyotigtoma, then it should appertain to other acts; 

~The idea that presents itself first of all is that the particular accessory 
. detail appertains to the Jyotistoma, because the Context i is of this sacrifice. 
oe against this, we have the following Pir vapakga :— 

s Gunastu kratusamyogat, etc. In reality, an accessory y mentioned, etc. 
{Siitra),—The particle ‘tu’, ‘in reality’, sets aside the first idea.—It is not 
true that the accessory detail appertains to the Jyotistoma :—w hy ?—~because 
-mentioned in connection with a sacrifice.—‘To what then does it appertain ?° 
—It appertains to a distinct act.—* But words like Rathantaraséma and 
< Brhatsdmd are always expressive of the J; 'yotistoma” -—Certainly not, we say; 
the names could be taken as standing for the Jyotistoma, if the connection 


© = (of the particular Sāman, Rathaniara) were not with the entire sacrifice; the 


connection, however, is with the entire, sacrifice [hence the name. cannot’ 
stand for the Jyotistoma], mt How do. you know that the connection is with 
the entire sacrifice ?’—Well, how do you know that it is not with the entire. 
sacrifice 7—‘ If the presence of the Rathantara or the Brhat wero the sole 
reason for the adopting of a ee First. toffering, then the connection 


~. follows:—The whole sentence containing tl 
as rathantarasémé. somah syāt ‘contains the, subordinate sentence ‘ rathantara- 

. sma somah. aydt? and the meaning of this subordinate sentence must = | 

> _ different from. that of the whole senter with, the conditional oR: 
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could not be with the entire sacrifice; that is to say, if the First- -offering is 
that of the cup dedicated to Indra-Vayu, by reason of the Säman sung being 


Rathantara,—or if the First-offering i is that of the cup dedicated to Shukra 


by reason of the Sdman sung being Brhat, then fas the connection of the 
particular Sadman would not be with the entire sacrifice], the two sentences 
in question (Yadi rathaniarasimd, etc.) should be taken as laying down 
accessories for the Jyotistoma’.—But, if the presence of the Rathantara 
Sadman, or the presence of the Brhat SGman, were not the sole reason (for the 
adopting of any particular F%irst-offering), then the connection would be with 
the eritire sacrifice [and in that case, the accessory in question cannot be 
taken as appertaining to the Jyotistoma]. 

“Now, what is the meaning of the term ‘rathantarasémé’ (as occurring 
in the sentence ‘ Yadi rathantarasima somah sydt, etc.’) ?—Its meaning is ‘if 
the Rathaniara Sdman forms the distinguishing feature of the Act’.-—‘ How do 
you get at this meaning ?’—We get at it from the implications of the com- 
pound. As a matter of fact, there is compounding of only such terms as have 
the requisite capacity,—and this capacity is there when there is the relation- 
ship of qualification and qualified (between the terms),—and one thing is 
called the ‘qualification’ of another when it is peculiar to this latter (when 
alone it can serve to qualify or differentiate it), So that, in the case in 
question, the meaning of the sentence comes to be this— If Rathantara is 
the only Siman sung and no other,—or if the Brhat is the only Séman sung, and 
no other (then, the First-offering is. to be of the Indra-Vayu Cup, or the 


| Shukra Cup)’;—at the Jyotistoma sacrifice, however, there are many Sémans _ 


sung, such as the Gdyatra and the rest (and not the Rathantara only, or the 


- Brhat only) ;—for this reason the two words ‘ Rathantarasdémd and ‘Brhatsama’? ` 


cannot stand for the Jyotistoma. So that, even though through Context, the 
second set of sentences would appear to be laying down accessories for, the 
Jyotistoma, yet, this implication of the Context is set aside. by the more 
authoritative indication of Syntactical Connection, which connects the acces- 


- gories with the Rathantarasama and the Brhatsima (which are acts entirely 


aera from. Jyotistoma). 


—‘But’, says the Opponent, ‘just as the Jyotistoma cannot be — 
called Rathantarasimd, so also there is no such act.as could. be called 


Rathantarasima (by reason of the Rathantara being the only Sdman sung 
at it)’.—On the strength of the sentence in question—Yadi rathaniara- 
sāmä somah sydt—itself, we shall assume a distinct act at which Rathaniara 


would be the only Séman sung.—‘ This sentence does not contain an Injunc- 
tive word (which could be taken as enjoining the said distinct act).’—Our 
answer is that there is such a word, in ‘sydé’.—‘ This word sydi cannot: 
enjoin anything, for the simple ` ‘reason: ‘that. it is accompanied by the 
a conditional yadi.(if, which is ‘incompatible with an Injunction); and words 
BO accompanied by if are found ‘to be expressive. of conditions for. the exist- 
ing state of things, and never to be injunctive "Our answer to. this i is as- 
ing the conditional ¢ yadi” (* if }— ‘Yadi 
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that, while the sentence with the conditional ‘yadi? may not be able to 
enjoin an act, the subordinate sentence could certainly enjoin it. Further. 
the mere mention of the presence of the Rathantara-Sdman or the Brhat- 
Sdman as conditions for certain things,—even though actually found in the 
text,—could not serve any useful purpose; from which it follows that the 
connection of the conditional * gadi’ (‘ik’) is not meant to be significant ;— 
and -when no significance attaches to this conditional ‘yadi. then the 
sentence practically contains only two terms, ‘rathantaraséma-somah sydt’ 
(‘there should be--Soma with the Rathantarasima’), and as such it would be 
perfectly able to enjoin the sacrifice at which Rathantara is the sdinan sung, the 
term ‘yadi’ (‘if’} being superfluous (no significance attaching to it). 

“Or, (even retaining the word ‘if’), the word ‘rochéta’ (‘one so 
wishes’) may be supplied after ‘yadi’ (‘if’). For instance, we have such 
expressions as ‘ one should eat Sdgtika grain with milk ;—-if he eats Shali, he 
should mix curd with it’, where the latter sentence, though containing ‘if’, 
is taken as enjoining the eating of Shdli; in the same manner in the case in 
question, the act would be taken as enjoined by the sentence ‘ yadi rathan- 
tarasdmd somah. sydt aindravéyavdgrin grahkin grhniydt’ (even. though it 


~ contains the conditional ‘ yadi*).--*In what way does the expression quoted . 


enjoin the eating of Shdli’ 1—We get at the injunction by transposing the 


phrases and construing the sentence as ‘if one desires to mix curd with his: 


food, he should eat Shäli >.= [You construe the sentence as Yadi dadhyupa- 
` siñchanamichchhët]. . But in. the sentence you have quoted (* Yadi shdlin 
 bhuñjita tat dadhyupasinchét), the conditional Lin-ending appears with the 


root sificha (to mix), not with the root ichchha (as you put it in your 


. explanation)’ The fact of the matter is that, appearing along with. the 
‘root. stiicha, the Lin-ending indicates the sense of desire; so that we take 
that ending in the sense of having a desire.—Thus then, in’ the case in 
‘question also, the sentence ‘ Yadi rathantarasémd somah syät aindravdyava- 
gran qrahdn grhniyat’ is to be construed as ‘if one desires to make the First- 
offering of the Indra-Vayu Cups, he should perform the sacrifice’ where 
Rathaniara is the only Sdman sung’.—‘If the sentence is construed thus, 
then what is got at is mere desire, not the injunction of a particular First- 
. offering’? Just as in the ordinary expression quoted above, when we con- 
strue jt to mean ‘if one desires to mix curd with his food, he should eat 
Shali’, the mention of the mixing of curd as construed with the * eating of 
Shali’ provides the injunction that ‘one should eat Shdli mixed with curd’, 
—so in the case in question also, the mention. of the particular First-offering 
(Aindravdyava for instance) when construed along with the performance of 
the act: where Rathaniara is sung, provides the injunction of the sacrifice 
where Lathantara is sung as qualified by that particular First-offering. 

Or again, the injunctive: affix Lin may be taken as laying down a 


cause anc. effect ; the meaning being that ‘the. Rathantara-sima Soma (the. 


a sacrifice at which Rathantara is sung): should. be made the cause of the First- 
offering being made of the Indra- Vayu Cup? Cee ae : fy 

“Thus the conclusion is that, as the connection mentioned 48: with the 

entire sacrifice, the accessory should make it a distinct act; itis only thus. that 
the said connection with the entire sacrifice would serve a useful purpose: 


peee 
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“= Further, in every case, what goes before is the cause, and what comes 
later is the effect ; :—why so ?—because the effect. can come into existence 
only when the cause is already there, not when the cause is not there ;—and 
what is yet to come is not in existence ;—in the case in question, the Rathan- 
taraséma (the act at which Rathdntara is the only sdman sung) is yet to come ; 
how then could it be the cause (or condition) of the particular First- offering 
fas would be the meaning of the sentence if taken iñ any way other than 
the one just suggested by us] ? 

“Lastly, there is no doubt regarding the Jagatsémd [which is mentioned 
in the last of the three sentences quoted as (b)] being a distinct act by 
itself (apart from the Jyotistoma); and from the analogy of this, the other 
two acts mentioned in the other two sentences (Rathantaraséma and Br, hai- 
sāmā) should also be taken as distinct acts. 

“From all this it follows that the sentences in Gamer should not be 
taken as laying down accessories for the Jyotistoma.”’ 


SUTRA (2). 


[SIDDHANTA|—-BUT THE SAME SACRIFICE HAVING DIVERSE. OHARAO- 
TERISTICS, EACH OF THESE COULD BE SPOKEN OF FOR A 
DEFINITE PURPOSE,—THE SACRIFICE ITSELF BEING ONE: 

- ONLY, THE SECOND SENTENCE BEING SUBORDINATE 

(TO THE FIRST). 


Bhasya. 


The particle ‘tw’, ‘but’, serves to reject the view just set forth. What 
has been said—that a distinct sacrifice is mentioned in the sentence in 
question—is not right.— What then is the right view ?’’—-The right view is 
that the particular First-offering appertains to the Jyotistoma itself ;—why ? 
—Because of the force of the Context—But we have already pointed out 
that “on the strength of Syntactical Connection, the First-offering should he 
taken as appertaining to the distinct sacrifices, called Rathantara-sdmaé and 
Brhatsama [and Syntactical Connection is stronger than ' Conteat].”’—This 
argument has been already refuted—by the assertion that it is the Jyotis- 
toma, itself which is called ‘ Rathantarasdma’ and ‘ Brhatsima ’.—“ But this 
view has been refuted, in its turn, by the fact that several Sémans are sung 
at the Jyotistoma, which therefore could not be characterised as having the j 
Rathantarasama or as having the Brhatsima.”—Our answer to this is that 
the said characterisation should be possible, on the ground that the Rathan- 
tara and the Brhat are two Sémans between whom there is option at the 
J yotistoma itself; so that of the’ Jyotistoma there can be one performance 
where the Rathantara is not sung at all, and there may be also a performance 
“where the Rathantara is sang; and in. this latter case, the Rathantara, being 
- peculiar to the performance, could serve to characterise the Jyotistoma. 
Thus then” it is the aoe iaria ‘itself which is i called “ Rathantarasämā’ and. 

+ Brhatsama. . oS : a 

: -The Parvapabein has saad ‘that. ' b cause > should come first, then 
ee the effect. n —But eae i is no such hard at d fast cule; as a matter of f fact, 
egege” 
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something yet to come also serves as a cause; for instance, the rain that is 
expected to come becomes the cause (instigation) of such acts as tilling the 
fields and building of houses. Further, what has been said may be true of 
visible. causes and effects; what however we are considering is a cause 
mentioned in a verbal text; and what is so mentioned has to be taken 
just as it is mentioned.—Then again the Lin-affix in the word ‘ sydt’ also 
can refer to all the three points of time, past, present and future. So that 
what is yet to come may also serve as & cause. 


Another argument put forward by the Pirvapaksin is that “the Jagat- — 


sima being accepted by all parties to be a distinct act, the Rathantarasdma 
also, being similar to it, should be regarded as a distinct act.’-—But the 
Jagatsdma is accepted to be a distinct act, because it cannot be regarded as 
anything else; while in the case of the Rathantarasiéméa and the Brhatsamda, 
they are found capable of being taken as names of the Jyotistoma itself; and 
hence these cannot be regarded as distinct acts (other than the Jyotistoma). 


ADHIKARANA (2): The Avésti is a distinct sacrifice. 
SUTRA (3). . 


IN REGARD TO THE AVBSTI, WHAT IS ASSERTED IS THE INJUNCTION 
OF THE SACRIFICE ITSELF: BECAUSE OF THE CONNECTION OF THE 
(PREVIOUSLY ENJOINED RAJASUYA) SACRIFICE (WITH THE 
KSATTRIYA ONLY). 


Bhasya. 


There is the Rajasiiya sacrifice enjoined in the text—‘ Raja rajastiyéna. 
svdrajyakdmo yajēta’ [*The Raja desiring self-sovereignty should perform 
the Rdjasiiya sacrifice’]; in the same context is mentioned the sacrifice 
named * Avésti’ in the text, * Agnéyo‘stakapdlo hiranyam daksind’ [‘The 
cake dedicated to Agni is to be baked on eight pans ; Gold is the sacrificial fee °`] 
and so forth;—in reference to this latter, we meet with the further injunc- 
tion— Yadi brahmano yajéia barhaspatyam madhyé nidhdya Ghutimdhutim 


huiva‘bhighd-rayét; yadi rajanya aindram; yadi vaishyo vaishvadévam’. 


[‘If the Brahmana is sacrificing, the Cooked Rice for Brhaspati is to be 
placed in the middle, clarified butter poured over it after every oblation; if 
the Ksattriya, the cake for Indra; if the Vaishya, the Cooked Rice tor the. 
Vishv édévas ’]. 

In regard to these latter texts there arises the question—Do they 
speak of the Brahmana, the Ksattriya and the Vaishya with a view to laying 
down the conditions under which the details mentioned in the sentence 
(Barhaspatya, Aindra and Vaishvadéva) are to be adopted at the Rajasiya, 
to the performance of which the Bréhmana, the Kgattiriya and the Vaishya 
are all entitled ? Or is the Avésfi a distinct sacrifice prescribed for the 
Brihmana, the Ksattriya and the Vaishya ? 


On what grounds could the text be taken as laying down the said 
conditions ? . And.on what grounds could it be taken as laying down a distinet » 


sacrifice ? 
If the term ‘raja * (as occurring in the first injunction of the Rajastiya) 


soni be. made, somehow or other, applicable to the Braéhmana and the. 


Vaishya, then. the sentences in question would be taken as laying down the 


conditions ;—if, on the other: hand, the term ‘raja ’ applies to the Ksatiriya _ 
only, then the sentences in question would be taken as injunotive of ear 


‘sacrifices (for. the Brahmana and the rest). 
- On this question, we have the following. Pareapabea: —.. 


Joe he: sentences lay down conditio s under which the details mbationsd is | 
are to be: adopted: ae a this piarpone we put yeda the, foilgwing expier, 


56 tien i is ies. 3 
she. fupetion of the. R 
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the city (and relieves them of -all criminals—adds the Tantravartika— 
Trans., p. 818);——the learned also explain the term ‘rdjya’, ‘kingship’ as 
the functions of the king ;—hence we think that one who performs the functions 
of the king is the Raja, King.—For instance, if people did not know any man 
of the name of ‘ Udamegha’,-and yet knew his son by the name ‘ Audaméghi’ 
(which etymologically is equivalent to ‘the son of Udamegha’),—then they 
would be in a position to assume that ‘the father of Audaméghi is Uda- 
megha’ ;-—in the same manner, if people do not know the meaning of the 
term ‘7rdjan’,-—and yet they know that rajya is the name of the functions of 
the Raja,—they assume that ‘ the person connecved with (performing) Rajya 
(kingly functions) is Raja’ 
a Cee — But the people of the Anaha country apply the term 
‘aja’ to every Ksatiriya, even if he does not perform the functions of prò- 
tecting the country and. the city? 
© Answer-—We do not say that people do not use the term in that 
sense; what we mean is that the connotation of the term ‘rdjan’ being 
based upon certain definite functions (viz. the functions of r&jya, kingship), 
the term may also be used on the basis of those functions; and in fact, 
people actually apply the term ‘rdjan’ even. to a non-Ksattriya who 
performs the said functions (of the king).—Thus then, such use of the term 


(in the sense of any one, Ksaitriya or non-Ksattriya, who performs the func- 


tions of the king) being possible [and hence the Brahmana, the Ksattriya 


and the Vaishya being all equally entitled to the performance of the Raéja- 
ae siya sacrifice]—the sentence in question should be taken as laying down 
© certain details in connection with the same Rajasiya sacrifice itself,—as is 


indicated by the Context and also by the presence of the term ‘ yadi’ (‘if’, 


with which the sentence starts, which indicates the fact that what follows 
is an adjunct to the sentence that has gone before) ;—and it should not be: 


taken as laying down a totally different act for the Brakmana and the 
Vaishya. 


“Or (we may put the case as follows) :—That usage hini is limited to 
-a few people, and is not current among all persons, should be rejected as 


unreliable (wrong) if it is in conflict with such usage as is current among all 
men; in fact people accept only such usage as is current among all men.— 
Then again, such ordinary usages as are not rejected by anyone are always 
‘more reliable than those that are rejected; for instance, the usage current 
among the people of Arydvarta who are learned in the matter of words and 


their meanings, who make use of words and also perform actions,—is always 


» better than that of the Mlechchhas and that of persons residing in the lands of 


-the low people (antya-janapada). —[And the use of the term ‘7djan’ in the ` 


` sense of King in general, anyone who performs the king’s functions, i is current 
among all men; while it is: the Andhvas alone who restrict it to. persons 


belonging to the Ksattriya caste, irrespective of the fact oF the man performing oy 


ie or not performing the functions of the king. i 
. “From all this we conclude (a) that the term “rajan? is to be taken i in 


ihe etymological sense (of anyone who performs the funetions of the king), 
i 4b) that the mention in the second ‘sentence of the. Brahmana and the = 
ae others is for the purpose of laying. down the conditions (under which certain 
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details have to be employed),—(c) that the second sentence lays down these 
details in connection with the same Rdjasiiya sacrifice (which has been 
enjoined in the sentence ‘ R&jd rdjasiyéna Soara pee iees ete: )-—and (d) that 
the sentence does not lay down a distinct sacrifice.’ 

In answer to the above Piirvapaksa, we have the following Siddhanta— 
In regard to the Avésti what is asserted,—in reference to the Brahmana and 
the rest—is the injunction of the sacrifice,—i.e. it serves to enjoin the 
Avésti-sacrifice for the Brahmana, etc. ;-why ?—~because the Brahmana and 


the Vaishya have not been mentioned in the Context at all:—“ How do you | 


say that these have not been mentioned ?’’-—Because the Rdjasitya sacrifice 
(which is the sacrifice enjoined in the Context) has been enjoined for the 
ixvgatiriya only, by the sentence ‘ Raja rdjasiiyéna yajéta’. 

* But it has been pointed out that the term ‘rdja@* (used in this injune- 
tion) is to be taken in its etymological sense (so as to include men of all the 
three castes who perform the functions of the king) 

This is not right; as the word ‘ rājā’ really denotes the par ticular cæsig 
(Ksattriya). 

“It has been explained above that it is not right to take the sentence 
(beginning with ‘ yadi’) as laying down a distinct sacrifice,—because (a) the 
term ‘rdjan’ denotes both (the Ksatiriya as well as the non-Ksatirvya, por- 
_ forming the functions of the king),—(b) because the sentence opens with the 

: term ‘ yadi’ (‘if’),—and (c) because of the indications of the Context.” 
Our answer to this is as follows:—We do not accept the statement that 
the term ‘rdjan’ denotes both;—why?—If the term ‘rdjan’ signifies 


the caste (Kesattriya), then the term ‘rdjya’ would stand for the function | 
of protecting the country, this being the function of the Ksattriya caste; so.. 


that there would be no incompatibility with the usage of the people of the 


Arydvarta (under which usage the Raja is one who performs the function of . 


protecting the people). If, on the other hand,—the term ‘rajya’ were 
eternally connected with (ie. if its connotation always consisted in) the 
function of protecting, then one who performs that function would be spoken 


of by the term ‘rdéjan’, and this term, in this sense, would apply to the 


Ksattriya-caste ;—and this would be quite compatible with the usage of the 
Andhras.. Thus on the strength of usage, it has to be admitted that both 
‘the terms—‘rajan’ and ‘rajya’—need not be eternally connected with the 
connotations respectively of ‘ the Ksattriya caste’ and ‘ the kingly function’ 
[i.e. only one of the two terms need be taken as so eternally connected with 
its connotation, anid the other term will have its connotation determined by 
-that connotation]. ee re ae 
[The two words raja md: rājja’ ” could nob. have their connotations wholly in- 


dependent of one another; the fact is that when one of them has its connotation 

fixed ‘by convention, that of the other follows from it. That is to say, when . 

the word raja” has been known, by convention, as signifying the Keatiriya. caste, i 

then the connotation of the term. “räjya "explained as ‘the function of ‘the n 
e term ‘r@ja’;.and so long as this is 

i possible, it is not right. to: assume. an de endent connotative potency. for. this 


RGja’—comes to be based upon that 


oe latter word; aS. even without such. an mdependent connotative potency, there 
i hing incompatible with 
y ‘term apm £0. the say 
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conversely, it be held that the term ‘ rajya’ itself has its connotation of the ‘ fune- 
tion of protecting the people’ fixed by convention, before that of the term ‘ rājā’ is 
known,—then too, the term ‘ raja’ would, as based. on the term ‘r@jya’, come to he 
applied to the performer of that function, and it would not be necessary to assume 
an independent connotative potency in the word ‘ raja’; and as such there. would 
be nothing incongruous in the usage of the Dromdne (wrongly attributed by the 
Bhasya, to the Andhras) who apply the word ‘raja’ to any and every Keattriya 

who is capable of performing the function of protecting the people .—Tantravartika 
—Trans., pp. 824-835.] 

“How then is it to be decided (which is the word that has an. in- 
dependent eternal connotative potency) ?” 

The decisive fact is that the term ‘rdjya’ denotes the function of 
protecting, which function belongs to the person belonging to the caste 
‘ Rajan’ (Ksattriya).—Writers on grammar have laid down the affix  syañ? 
(which we find in the term ‘rajya’) as denoting ‘ the function of the person 

-spoken of, i.e. the ‘Raja’ [see Panini, 5. 1. 124];—and they do not counte- 
nance the expounding of the term ‘ raja” as ‘ the performer of the functions 
of raéjya’ [‘ rajyasya kārtā rājā’], which would involve either the deletion of 


the syllable ‘ya’ (present in the term ‘rdjya’), or the transformation of the 


basic noun (‘7a@jya’) itself (into the form ‘ raja’). 
“Asa matter of fact, any one who performs the function of protecting the 
- country is spoken of by the people by the name: Raja [and not only one 
be belonging to the Kgatiriya caste.|” 
-Our answer to' this is as follows :—It is on the basis of the etymology of 


the word that people apply the name so ;—the term ‘ rdjya’ is well known. =, 
as signifying the function of protecting; and as we have explained above, 


this signification of the function of protecting by the term ‘ rdjya’ is based 
upon its being derived from the term ‘7rdjan’ (the term being etymologically 
. explained as ‘rajnah karma raéjyam’); so that it is the term ‘rdjan’ (and its 
_ connotation) which is the basis of the above-mentioned recognised significa- 
tion (of the term ‘ rajya’); so that the use of the term ‘rdjya’ is dependent 
upon its derivation from the term ‘rdjan’ (and its connotation of the 
function of protecting the country) ; and as for the application of the name 
 ‘vdj@" to the Brahmana and other non-Ksattriyas, this is a figurative ndeni 


the term based upon the presence, in these non-Ksaitriyas, of ‘rdjya’ (ise. » 


the: Junction: of protecting the people), which rests primarily. with the 
3 Kgattriya caste alone. That this usage should be regarded as only secondary 


- or figurative is shown by the fact that grammarians do not countenance the 


explanation of the term P as one who performs the functions of — 
kingship. —[The word ‘rdjya is explained by its connection with the Raja, 


and then the presence of this rdjya (kingly functions) in the Brahmana,. ote. 


makes the term ‘rdja’ indirectly. applicable to these latter castes also; but 


T it is so applicable only indir ectly,. figuratively ; and a. figurative use of the. 


i word cannot affect. the ‘Siddhanta that the term. ‘raja’ stands for the 
Ksatriya caste. It must be admitted therefore that the term € raja” is 
applied to the Bralmana and other non satiriyas only i in consideration of 


the fact of these latter being the proxy: of the Kgattriya in the performance 


of ‘the latter’s legitimate function of pr echibg the peogle Ten canbe = 
Trans., p: 326. e : 
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It has been argued above that “ through inference we get at the notion 
that the Raja is so called because he is the performer of the kingly functions 
(vajya), just as we get at the notion that Udamégha is the father of Auda- 
might.” 

Our answer to this is as follows :—Actual usage is more authoritative 
than inference; that ‘the Raja is the performer of Rajya’ we get at 


through inference, but in actual usage we find people using the word ‘raja’ 


in the sense of the Keatiriya caste.—Then again, the etymology also of the 
term ‘7rdjd’ as ‘rdjyasya kartä’. (performer of kingly functions) can be got 
at through inference, while the etymology of the term ‘rdjya’ as ‘ réjfiah 
karma’ (king’s function) is actually laid down in the grammatical scriptures. 


f People who would base the etymology upon inference would, on the strength 
of that inference, have to infer the grammatical scripture {countenancing that 


etymology), while those who depend directly upon the scripture actually see 
the grammatical rule itself. Thus under the circumstances, the direct 
scripture would be distinctly more authoritative. 

Objection—*‘ As a matter of fact, people apply the name ‘ rdjan’ to any 
one who performs rdjya (functions of the king); they do not apply the term 
‘rajya’ to. the function performed by the raja (king);—from which it 
follows that the use of the term ‘rdjan’ is dependent upon the connection 
of rdjya (kingly functions), and that the use of the term ‘rdjya’ is not 
dependent upon the connection of Raja.” 

We do not say that we negate the connection of the Raja as the basis 


of the use of the term ‘rdjya’; what we hold is that the use of the term 
.* yājya’ is based upon the grammatical scriptures; and scripture is always 
more authoritative than usage, as usage could only be made a ground for — 


the inference of a scripture [and a directly perceived. em is more 
authoritative than an inferred one]. 
Then again, the premise that ‘the use of the term raja is dependent 


upon the connection of Rajya (kingly functions)’ is not true; as it has 


been asserted above that the Andhras apply the name ‘réja’ even to a 
person who is not performing the function of protecting the country. 

The. premise that ‘the use of the term is dependent upon the connec- 
tion of the RajZ”’ is also not true; as every function of the king—such as 
locomotion or winking, for instance—is not called Rajya.” 

We would be open to this taunt if we said that the use of the term is 
dependent upon usage ;—but what we say is that the basis for the use of 


the term lies in the grammatica scripture; so that we regard all those- 
‘funetions to be‘ rajya’ which belong to a person of the Ksatiriya (rajan) 


caste,—ie. every act that is mantoa out, as pertaining m to the’ 


es Koaiiriya caste. 
| As for the argument. that—“ the- raoa also do regard a person as: 
bf raja, ’ on the basis of his. connection with rajya [i.e, they also do not deny ` 
some sort of connection between. the name ‘7dja’ and the performing of the = 
od rajya\” „this has already: been. refuted by the seemene that: nege is 
oe than (grammatical) scripture a 


Lastly, as regards the argument. the in the eater of usage, thei usage 
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answer is that in the matter of the usage of words, all usage is equally 
authoritative,—as has been already Cree (ander the Smrtipadda, 1. 3. 9 
and I. 3. 10). . os 

From all this it follows that the use of the term ‘ răjān? is based upon 
the caste (Ksatiriya) ;—and hence, on account of the connection of the pre- 
viously enjoined sacrifice of the Rajastiya with the Ksattriya only, the sentence 
that speaks of the Avésti must be an Iane on of an independent sacrifice 


(for non- -Ksatiriyas). 


ADHIKARANA (3): The < Adhana’, Fire-laying, is Pues 
as an independent act. 


SUTRA (4)., 


‘Tae FIRE-LAYING (SHOULD BE TAKEN TO BE ENJOINED AS AN 
INDEPENDENT ACT); BECAUSE IT DOES NOT FORM AN IN- 
TEGRAL PART OF ALL (SACRIFICES). 


Bhasya. 


We have the text—‘Vasanté brahmano’ gninddadhita, griamé raganyah, 
sharadi vaishyah’ [‘The Braéhmana should lay the Fires during spring, the 
Keatiriya during summer, the Vaishya during autumn’). (Taitti. Bra. 1. 1. 
2. 6-7.) i : 

In regard to this there arises the question—Does the mention of the 
Brähmana and other castes serve the purpose of laying down the conditions 


(for the selection of a particular season, as the time for the act of Fire- 
- laying which itself has already been enjoined elsewhere)—the meaning being 


that ‘if the Brāhmaņa does the Fire-laying, he should do it during the spring, 


_—if the Ksattriya does it, he should do it in the summer,—if the Vaishya 


does it, he should do it in the autumn ’?—Or does the sentence actually en- 
join the act of Fire-laying itself for the Brahmana and others ? 


_ | Question :—On what grounds could the sentence be taken as laying down . 
‘conditions ? and on what grounds could it be taken as an injunction of 


Fire-laying ? | 
- Answer :—If the two words ‘braéhmanah’ and < vasantë’ aro cantina as 
syntactically connected, then the mention of the Brähmana must be taken 
as laying down a condition. If, on the other hand, the word ‘bréhmanah’ 
is construed. as correlated. with ‘ddadhita’, then the sentence must be an 
injunction of Fire-laying for the Brahmana. So also in regard to the 


Kgattriya and the Vaishya. 


On this question, we have the following Parvanakea 


“<The sentence in question serves the purpose of laying down conditions 


~ (for the choice of the seasons) ;—why ?—because the words of the text are 


_similar to conditional phrases.—‘In what way are. the words similar to - 
conditional phrases [when we have no such conditional terms as if and the- 
like} ?’—-The various: castes, Brahmana and. the rest, have been mentioned — 
along with the various seasons, spring and the rest; and itis this fact (of the — 
-2 oo caste and the season being related: as the. condition and the conditioned), 

es which, mo capa known, i is ; made known by the. sentence in question. 

Te r of the sentence: having been used up ` 2 

caste and the saute | it could: not Pe 
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p: $34].—‘ But the Brāhmaņa and the rest are mentioned along with the 
verb to lay also (ädadhita) [so that the sentence could be taken as enjoining 
the act of Fire-laying qualified by the spring, for the Brahmana, and so forth. 
—Tantravartika—Trans., p. 824].’—True; they are so mentioned together ; 
but the relationship of the Brahmana and other castes with the act of 
Fire-laying is not unknown; [i.e. the fact that Fire-laying should be done by — 
the Braéhmana and others being already known from other sources, it 
could not form the object of an injunction contained in the sentence 
under consideration]. —‘ From what source is it already known as enjoined ?’ 
It is known from the Vedic texts speaking of certain desirable results.— 
‘What are those Vedic texts speaking of certain desirable resulte ?’—They are, 
< Agnihotram juhuyat svargakdmah’, ‘ Darshapiirnamasadbhyam svargakimo 
yajéta.” and so forth.— In what way is the act of Fire-laying got at as 
-enjoined by these texts ?’—By implication; that is to say, what the texts 
mean is that ‘one should act in such a manner as to accomplish the 
Agnihotra’, ‘one should act in such a manner as to accomplish the 
Darshapirnamdasa’;—now as a matter-of fact, none of these acta can be 
accomplished without the jires—Garhapatya, Ahavaniya, Anvaharya-pachana 
_and the rest; there are declarations also to this effect; such as—‘ When one 
offers a libation into the. Ahavaniya Fire, his desired object becomes 
- accomplished’ (Tai. Bra. 1. 1. 10. 5-6);—thus by implication it becomes 


i _ known that the Ahavaniya and other Fires should be brought about,— 


. and these Fires cannot be brought about except by the act of Fire-laying ;— 
hence it follows that this act of Fire-laying also should be performed.—‘ By : 
_ whom is this act to'be done ?’—By the person who entertains the desires 


_. spoken of in the texts;.and these texts are applicable in common to all the. _ 


castes, Brahmana and the rest. It is thus that the connection of all these ` 
-castes with the act of Fire-laying is already known (as enjoined).—Further, . 
if the Brahmana and other castes were construed as related to both (the act 
of Fire-laying and the spring and other seasons),—then there would be 
syntactical split ; as in that case the object enjoined (and predicated) would 
not be one only.—From all this we conclude that the texts in question lay 
down the conditions (for the choice of the seasons).” 

In answer to this Piérvapaksa, we have the following Siddhanta :—The 
Fire-laying ‘should be taken to be enjoined as an independent action, because it 
does not form an integral part of all sacrifices (Si.); i.e. the sentences in 

question should be regarded. as injunctive of Fire-laying ;—why ?!—because 
from among the several means of knowledge available—in the shape of . 
< Direct: Assertion, Indication, Syntactical Connection, Context, Position and | 
Name,—there is not one which indicates that the act of Fire-laying is an ` 

integral part of all sacrifices ; what forms part of all sacrifices is the: Fire, — 
a and the pois comes in ech with the. Firo: A Dat, if it is so PE z 
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producing (it in the manner laid down in connection with the Fire-laying 
rite). So that while in one case the Fire- laying would come in for the 
obtaining of Fire, in another case it would not come in (when Fire would be 
obtained by other means). In that case where the Fire-laying does not come 
in (for the obtaining of Fire), the performance of the Fire-laying by the 
Brahmana and others would come in (by virtue of the sentences in 

question); so that when the meaning of the sentence ‘ Brahmano gninidad- 
~ hīta’ is that ‘the Brahmana should lay the Fires for his own purposes’, 
then alone,—not otherwise—do the Ahavaniya and other Fires come to be 
laid for the purposes of the Agent himself; and under the circumstances, it 
would follow that the Agnihotra and other rites should not be performed 
with the help of any such Fire as is produced artificially or obtained by 
begging; and it is concluded: that it is only the non-artificial (natural) Fire 


that helps in the performance of the said rites.—‘“‘ But how is it known that 


the act of Fire-laying is for the purposes of the Agent himself ?”’—It is so 
understood from the fact that the Atmanépada ending in the verb 


‘ ddadhita’ clearly indicates the fact of the result of the action (of Adhana, | 


Fire-laying) accruing to the Agent. If the sentence containing this word 
‘adadhita’ were not there, and we depended entirely upon the Vedic texts 
speaking of desirable results, the result of the act of Fire-laying would not 
necessarily accrue to the Agent who had performed this act ; [in that case the 
injunction of the Fire-laying would have to be inferred from the said Vedic 


texts, and as such an injunction would not necessarily contain the Atmané- ) 


. pada ending which could indicate the fact of the result accruing to the 
~ Agent only]. 


Further, as a matter of fact, so long as we have Vedic texts in the shape 


of the sentences in question directly laying down the Fire-laying, those 
Vedic texts which only speak of certain desirable results cannot justify the 
assumption of any other text laying down the same act; in fact any such 
assumed texts would only be Popo noes of the texts that siete lay gown 
the Fire-laying. 

If there had been no such Vedic texts in junctive of Pire:laying, then, in 
that case,—if the Vedic texts speaking of certain desirable results did not 


imply the injunction of the Fire-laying, they would declare the Agnihotra — 


and other rites to bé incapable of being performed (as these cannot be 
performed without the properly laid fires, and ex hypothesi, there would be 


‘no such fires as there would be no Fire- laying); for this reason therefore it. 


would be necessary for the Vedic texts speaking of desirable results to imply 


the injunction of the Fire-laying. When, however, we have Vedic texts 


(like those in question) directly laying down the Fire-laying, those Vedic texts 
that speak of desirable results, coming after the said texts (directly laying 


_ down Fire-laying), would naturally be taken as applying to those: persons for- 
-whom the Fire-laying has been already laid down [specially when the texts — 
from sacrifices—such as ‘ Agnihotram 
can be: performed by those w l 


speaking of desirable results following 
Fthuyat svargakamal’, lay down such acts a: 
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_to be taken as injunctive of the act of Fire-laying, as apart from those sen- 
tences in question, there would be no Fire-laying, and without properly laid 
Fires, there would be no sacrificial acts performed, —the Pirvapaksin puts 
forward the following arguments]—‘“ As a matter of fact we have a direct 
Injunction of the act of Fire-laying (apart from the sentences in question),— 
in the shape of the text—‘ Hvam sapainam bhratrvyam avarti sahaté ya Evam- 
vidvdn agnimadhatté *; and when the act of Fire-laying has been enj oined by 
this text, the sentences in question (‘ Vasanié, etc’) speaking of the Brahmana 
and others should be taken as laying down the conditions (for the choosing of 
particular seasons for that act).—It might be argued that ‘the text just 
quoted contains only a reiteration (not the injunction) of the act of Fure-lay- 
ing, for the purpose of laying down the details of the performance”.—But that 
cannot be so, we reply; as this sentence is entirely distinct from the sentence 
that lays down the details of performance; the meaning of the sentence 
‘agnimadhatté’ (‘lays the Fires’) is quite different from the meaning of the 
sentence ‘Apa wpasrjati’, etc. (‘Heats water’, etc.) (which lays down the 
details of the performance of that Fire-laying). It is only when two sen- 
tences express a single idea (or serve a single purpose) that they are regarded 
as ‘one sentence’; in the case in question as the ideas they express (or the 
purposes they ese, are totally distinct, the sentences also must be taken 


gg distinct. ay 


DOA ‘Our reply to this argument is as follows :—When the text in question— 
‘ Vasanté brahmano‘gninddadhita’—is there (as injunctive of Fire-laying), any 


other text reiterating the same cannot be taken as injunctive (of that act). 


As for the heating of water, this i is actually enjoined (in the sentence ‘ Apa. 


upasrjati *); so that this being the only. thing enjoined, there are not two 
purposes [served by the two sentences (a) ‘evam sapatnatn . . ddhatté’ and 

. | (b) Sapa upasrjati?). 

E “Tt is: this sentence —‘ Ye vam, ete. ‘whieh i is “really macie of the 
act of Fire-laying, and it is the sentence ‘ Vasantë brahmano, etc.’ which con- 
tains its reiteration for the purpose of laying down the Getails (in the shape 
of the Season, etc.),” 

That cannot be, we reply. Infact: ina text. sciotifintie: sioa suites of 
the Brahkmana, etc.—i.e. the text: * Vasanié bradhmano, eto.’ —comes first, and 

z the other, coming later, must be only a reiteration why so ?—because. the 


ormer does the enjoining directly by the word‘ ddadhita;’ where we find the 
motive * Lin’ affix actually present; while all that the other sentence says 


D he act of Fire-laying is praiseworthy: (as destructive of the enemy)’ ;— 
ob on "Posem or tiie of a act of Fire-laying we readily admit. ‘Thus 
i junctive of. Bivelaging: is the sentence: 


Ya wam; ete, is. inja 
Because 1 that case this. sentence | ’ 
Mot, already known; and asa mere: eulogistic declaration could not speak of 
= anything not Bircady known, He implicato. of this would. be that the 
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F injunctive affix ‘liñ’ (in the word ‘ddadhita’ as contained in the sentence 
‘ Vasanté brahmano, etc.’) does not enjoin anything not already known; and 
this would be incompatible with the very nature of the word whose sole func- 
tion is the enjoining of something not already known! On the other hand, 
if the act is enjoined by the injunctive affix ‘li’, there would be nothing 
incompatible in the other sentence praising that act; because it is always 
possible for one sentence to praise what has been enjoined by another.— 
Lastly, when the injunctive does the enjoining, it is by Direct Assertion, 
while the praise is got at only through the sentence (Syntactical Connection) 
(‘Ya évam, eic.’) [on the strength of which, this injunction of Fire-laying 
could only be inferred]; and Direct Assertion is more authoritative than 
Syntactical Connection. 

Says the Opponent—“ The other text ‘ Brdhmano‘gninddadhita ° also is 
a sentence (just like the text ‘ Ya évam, etc.’) [so that in your case also, it is 
only through Synitactical Connection that the injunction contained in the word. 
‘ddadhita’ is connected with the rest of the sentence].” 

‘Our answer to this is as follows—In the case of the sentence ‘ Vasanté 
brahmano, etc.’, when it enjoins the Pire-laying, it enjoins something directly 
expressed by the same word [i.e. the ddhdna, Fire-laying, is expressed 
by the word ‘ddadhita’ which also does the enjoining], in relation to the 
Bradhmana and others ; while the other. sentence— Ya evamvidudn.... sahaté’ 

-—the Praise is not expressed by the same word as the act that it praises 
[the act praised is expressed by the word ‘ddhatté’, while the Praise is 
expressed by the other words in the sentence]. . | 

Objection—** According to your view, the single sentence would. contain 

the injunction of several accessory details (the Fire-laying, the Brahmana 
performer, and spriny as the time).” 


| 
| 


That does not touch our position; it has already been explained that in. 
the case of a sentence which is not primarily injunctive of accessory details, 


it is possible to have several details laid down,—under the Sūtra.. ‘The 
_action as well as its accessories should be taken as enjoined, as they are not 
divorced in the injunctive word,—specially when they have not been 
enjoined by another text.’ (1.4. 9.) 


From all this it becomes established that the sentence mentioning the 
Braéhmana, ete. is injunctive of the act of Fire-laying, and the other sentence: 


“only reiterates the act of Fire-laying for the purpose of oe the 
details of the performance of that act.. 


single sentence would involve a syntactical split. But there would he a 
syntactical split only if the sentence were taken as. enjoining (1) the 
-< Fire-laying as qualified by one accessory: (the Bréhmana performer) and: (2) 
the. Fire-laying as qualified by the other ae 
Bes matter’ ‘ot fects jee sentence > fending 9 to 


It has been argued above that the injunction of sorei accessories (by D: 


sssory (the spring-time); asis: > a. 
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ADHIKARANA (4): The i Daksayana’ and the rest are 
Accessories, not distinct Acts. 


SUTRA (5). 


(Purvapsxsa|— THE. TEXTS RELATING TO THE ‘ AYANAS’ SHOULD 
BE REGARDED AS INJUNCTIONS OF DISTINCT ACTS ;—(a) BECAUSE 
PARTICULAR NAMES ARE ATTACHED TO THEM.” 


Bhasya. 


In connection with the Darsha-ptirnamdsa, we find the text—‘ Da&ksdya- 
nayajnéna yajéta prajakamah, sdkamprasthapyéna yajéta pashukamah, 
sankramayajnena yajetannadyakamah’ [‘One desirous of offspring should 
perform the Déksdyana- sacrifice; one desirous of cattle should perform the 


Sdkamprasthapya-sacrifice ; one desirous of food should perform the Sankra-_ 


ma-sactifice’?] (See Taitti-Sarh. 2. 5. 4. 3). 
In regard to this, there arises the question—Do these sentences speak of 


particular results following from the adoption of particular accessories at the ` 
Darsha-piirnamisa sacrifice? Or are the acts mentioned distinct and 


independent sacrifices ? 
On this question we have the following Pūrvapaksa :—“ They are dis- 


tinct sacrifices ;—why ?—because particular names are attached to them, , 


Though the Context and the use of the same root ‘yaji’ (to sacrifice) 
indicate that it is the same sacrifice that has been previously enjoined,—yet, 
inasmuch as that sacrifice does not bear the names mentioned in the sèn- 
tences ‘in question, it follows that these sentences lay down! 2 distinct 
sacrifices. aad ; 


SUTRA (6). 


_ [PORVaPaKSa continued |—‘' (b) ALSO BECAUSE NO ACCESSORY IS 
eee MENTIONED, THE SENTENCE MUST BE TAKEN AS THE 
INJUNCTION OF AN act.” 


| Bhésya. 


“We do not find in the § sentence the mention of any accessory which 


could be regarded as enjoined by it; under the circumstances, if the sentence 
does not enjoin a distinct act, it is useless—Further, if an accessory had 
been mentioned in the sentence, then we could understand that there is 


some connection between the sacrifice and that Accessory; and in that case 


the. employment, of this Accessory could be taken as enjoined by the sen- 


tence ;—~as a matier of fact, however, no Accessory i is mentioned in the gen- | 


tence, which mentions the sacrifice. only 5 so that it is this acer flog alone 
| whieh could be taken as enjoined: by ti tho sentence.” 
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SOTRA (7). 


[Ptrvapaxsa concluded|—“(c) ALSO BECAUSE THE SENTENCE IS 
COMPLETE WITH THE MENTION OF THE RESULT.” . 


Bhasya. 


“For the following reason also the sentence should be taken as en- _ 
joining a distinct act—How ?—Because the sentence is complete with the men- 
tion of the resuli— Prajakdmo yajēia” (‘Desiring offspring one should perform 
the sacrifice’); where. the sacrifice is laid down as the means of obtaining 
offspring; and if it is so laid down, it must be a distinct act.” 


SUTRA (8). 


[SrippHinra]—In REALITY, THE AOT SPOKEN OF IN THE SENTENCE 
SHOULD BE A MODIFICATION (OF THE PREVIOUSLY-MENTIONED 
SACRIFICE); BECAUSE OF THE CONTEXT, 


Bhasya. 


The actions like the Daksdéyana and others mentioned in the sentence 
should be regarded as falling within the purview of the Darsha-pirnamdsa 
itself; as it is only this view that would be in keeping with the Contest. 


SUTRA (9). 
_ ALSO BECAUSE WE FIND TEXTS INDICATIVE (OF THE SAME). 
| Bhagsya. l 


The Shae view is supported also by indicative texts,—such as—‘ Trim- 
shatam varsdni darsha-pirnamasadbhyam yajéta ; yadi daksdyanaydji sydt atho 
api pafichadashaiva varsini yajéia, atra hi eva sd sampadyaié ; dvé hi paurna- - 
méasyau yajéta dvé amivasyé, atra ht eva khalu sā sampad bhavati.’ [*One 
should perform the Darshaptirnamdsa for thirty years; if he is a performer 
of the Ddksdyana he should perform it for fifteen years only; even thus 
does it become accomplished ; as the Ddksayana contains two Paurnamisa 
and two Darsha sacrifices; thus is accomplishment attained in fifteen years]. 
—There would be some purpose in accomplishing the ‘thirty’ in the manner 
indicated, only if the Daksdyana were the same as the Darshapiirnaméasa ; then 
alone would there be some possibility of the said accomplishment. For this. 
reason also the act spoken of in the sentence in question cannot be regarded 
as distinct.—[This completion of the thirty years’ course of the Darshaptirna- 
masa by the performance of the Daksdyana for fifteen years distinctly in- 
dicates the non-difference of the Ddksdyana from: the Darshaptirnamisa. 


k Aueh a spepieien.e could, not. be e pobit if. the two were peny different. e 7 


a ce: “4 a . totally different ; 
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of the Daksdyana serves to reduce the course from thirty to fifteen years— 
Tantravirtika—Trens., p. 842.] 


SUTRA (10). 
Tam NAME ATTACHED TO THE ACT (‘ DAKSAYANA’) IS DUE TO THE 
PECULIARITY OF THE ACCESSORY DETAIL. 
Bhasya. 


It has been argued (under Sūtra 5) that “the acts should be distinct, 
because particular names are attached to them” ;—but the act spoken of by 
the name ‘ddksdyana’ would be treated as a distinct act only if the name 


could not, in any way, be made to be applicable to the Darshapiirnamdsa :— 


as a matter of fact, however, the name is. capable of being applied to this 
latter, on the basis of the presence, in that sacrifice, of ‘duriti’, Repetition 
ag an accessory detail; the term ‘ayana’ (in the name ‘ ddksdyana’) connotes 
repetition,-and ‘daksa’ is that which pertains to Daksa;—hence the term 
_ «diksdyana’ denotes the repetition of that which pertains to Daksa.—* But 
who is ‘Daksa’ ?”’—-The man (sacrificer or priest) who is quick and expert 
{so expert that he completes the thirty-years’ course of the Darsha-Pirna- 
mäsa in fifteen years only ;—and as this is done by repeating the Darsha and 

-the Pūrnamāsa ; the term ‘daksdyana’ stands for the repeated performance of 
the Darshapiirnamdsa by the expert sacrificer and priests; and as such the 
~ name is applicable to the Darshaptirnamdsa sacrifice itself. ] 


Similarly with the name ‘ sdkamprasthapya’; it is based upon the | 


presence of an accessory detail [in the shape of the ‘ sikam-prasthina ’, i.e. the 


material whose ‘ prasihina’, proceeding (to the place of Homa), is done : 
‘sikam’, along with, the smaller vessels, without ioing off the  pannayya] ab 


the Darshapiirnamésa. itself. 
< Similarly in the case of the other names also. 4 5 
Thus then, in so far as the names (‘ daksdyana” “pad bhe. raat): are 
capable of connoting the presence of certain accessory details at the Darsha- 
pirnamasa itself, why should the sacrifice, which is cognised as that same, 
be regarded as a different one? Why too should it be repugnant to the 
Context if the terms are taken as standing for the Darshapiirnamasa itself ? 


SUTRA (11): 


THERE IS NOTHING PECULIAR IN THE COMPLETION (OF THE SENTENCE 


n _ WITH THE MENTION OF THE RESULT). 
o - Bhasya. 
As kerid the argument urged (in Sa. 1) that “the: sentence is ‘guibe 
complete with the mention of the result, hence it enjoins a distinct sacrifice 
for one who is desirous of offspring and, other results ”,—our: answer is that 


itis not s0; as there ts nothing peculiar i in the completion: of the sentence with 
the mention of the result; that i is to. say, on this point (of being complete 


z with the mention of the result), the sentence under discussion does not. | 
differ from. several other sentences which tave heen accepted, beyond doubt, 
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to be injunctive of results following from certain accessory details,—such 
sentences, for instance, as ‘If one is desirous of acquiring sense-efficiency, 
one should make the offering of curd’ (ef. Tai. Brā. 2. 1. 5. 6)—which have, 
on that account, been definitely recognised as mentioning results following 
from the accessories concerned ;—because in the sentence in question, also, 
what is spoken of is the result (offspring) following from the adoption of 
the accessory. detail (in the shape of the Repetition denoted by the name 
* Diksdyana’). 

Objection—*‘ Why cannot the sentence be construed to mean that ‘one 
should perform the sacrifice for one desirous of offspring’ paie sacrifice being 
quite distinct from the Darshapūrnamäsa] ? ” 


Answer—In that case, how could the Repedied Sacrifice (which i is what — 
is connoted by the name ‘ddksdyana’) be performed for the man desiring - 


offspring? What the name ‘repeated sacrifice’ indicates as to be per- 
formed is the repetition of the same sacrifice, not a distinct sacrifice. 

From all this we conclude that what the sentence in question mentions 
is the result following from the adoption of a certain accessory, and it does 
not enjoin a distinct sacrifice. 

Similarly with the Sakamprasthdpya sacrifice and the Sartikrame sacrifice, 


ee ee 


Apumaraya (5): Sacrifices spoken of along with distinct 
Materials and Deities are distinct. 


SUTRA (12). 


[Porvaraxsa A]—‘‘ Ir SHOULD BE REGARDED AS A PREPARATORY 
RITE, NOT OCCURRING IN THE CONTEXT OF ANY SACHINICE: 
SPECIALLY AS THERE IS: NO CONNOTING OF AN ACT.” 


Bhdsya. 


-Without reference to any particular sacrifice, we find the texts—(a) 
$ Väygvyam shvétamdlabhéta bhütikämah’”. [One desiring prosperity should 
touch the white (goat) dedicated to Väyu’] (Taitti. Sam. 2. 1. 1. 1), (b) 
“Sauryam charum nirvapet brahmavarchasakémah [One desiring Brahmic 
glory should offer the cooked rice dedicated to Siirya’] (Taitti. Sam. 
2. 3. 2. 8);—and in connection with the Darsha-piirnamdsa, we find the 
- texts—(a) ‘Isémalabhéia’ [‘One should touch the cart-pole’], and (b) 
 Chaturo mustir-nirvapati’ [‘ He offers four handfuls’]. [Wherein also we. 
find the. two acts of Touching and Offering, but enjoined in connection with 


ee : the Cart-pole and the Four Handfuls respectively.] 


In regard. to (a) and (b) above, there arises the question (A)}—Does the 
mention of the Glambha (Touching) enjoin an accessory detail (viz. the shvéta 
dedicated to Vayu) in connection with the Touching that is done at the 
primary sacrifice, Darsha-pirnamisa itself. (in connection with ‘the — 
cart-pole),—and the mention of the nirvapa (Offering): enjoins an accessory — 
detail (viz. dedication to Stirya) in connection with the Offering done. at the 
Darsha- -pirnomisa itself (in connection with the Four Handfuls) ? ? Or is 

each of these two acts meant to be distinct and independent -+(B)—In 
ease, these declarations are independent of the Primary Sacrifice (and _ 
< they lay down distinct acts)—are the two acts precisely and merely those 
that are: mentioned in the texts (i.e. mere Touching and mere Offering) ? 
Or are they meant to be accompanied by the act of sacrificing in both cases ? 

-On this question, we have the following Purvapaksa (A)—‘‘ The two 

texts are injunctive of accessory details in reference to the Touching and 
Offering done at the Primary Sacrifice of. the Darsha-pirnamasa ;—why ?— 
because they contain no word denoting the act of sacrifice ;—i.e. in the texts 
_ there is no word injunctive of any act,—‘ But there are the words dlabhéta 
(which denotes the act. of touching) and nirvapét (which denotes the act of 
i offering). "hese words are. not injunctive; that word alone..is injunctive 
which speaks of what is not already known; while what is expressed by 
these two words,—viz. that ‘the Touching: should be done’ and ‘the. 

Offering should be done’—is not- anything that is noù already known. 
For this reason, these words should be regarded as only reiterative.(of some- 
- thing already enjoined elsewhere). Ena, But why should they reiterate it ?’— 
The eplveration is. done for the purpose (a) of enjoining the a i 
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reference to the Touching and (6) of enjoining the ‘ Cooked Rice’ in reference 
to the Offering —From this it follows that the Touching and the Offering 
mentioned in the texts are not distinct from those forming part of the 
primary (Darsha-piirnamdsa); dnd that the texts only enjoin accessory 
details in connection with those acts as occurring in the Primary Sacrifice 
itself.” 


SŪTRA (13). 


[PŪRVAPAKŞA B]— THE ACTS SHOULD BE REGARDED (as DISTINCT 
AND) AS CONSISTING IN JUST WHAT IS EXPRESSLY MENTIONED 
IN THE TEXT; AS EVERY ACT IS BASED UPON THE 
DIREOT VEDIO TEXT.” 


Bhasya. 


[In reply to the above Piirvapaksa (A) we have'the arguments set forth 
here, which go to support the view that the acts are distinct and independent ; 
—so far what is set forth in the present Sūtra 13 would be in keeping with 
the Siddhdnta; but it goes on to add that these acts are just those mention- 
ed in the texts—i.e, mere Touching and mere Offering—without any — 
‘connection with the act of sacrificing. As this is not in keeping with the | 
 Siddhanta view, this Sätra is taken as embodying the second Pirvapaksa (B).] 

“Tt is not correct to say that the texts in question only lay down 
accessory details in connection with the Touching and Offering done at the — 
Primary Sacrifice ;—-in fact, they enjoin a distinct Touching and a distinct 

` Offering.—If the Touching and the Offering were enjoined (by the sentence 
-in question), then these acts could not be those that have been enjoined in 
connection with the Primary Sacrifice.—If they were not enjoined (by the 
‘second sentence), then, these acts would be the same as those enjoined in 
connection with the Primary Sacrifice, and they would have to be taken as 
only indicatéd in the sentence in question, as the acts of Touching and 
‘Offering that have to be done;—and haying indicated “those acts, the 
Shvéta and the Cooked Rice would have to be taken as enjoined in reference 
to those acts so indicated ;—and they would be thus enjoined for the person 


ooo desiring prosperity’ and the person “desiring Brahmic glory’; so that two 


factors—the accessory Shvéta and the Prosperity as the result, or the accessory 
Cooked Rice and Brahmic glory as the Resuli—would have to be taken as 
‘enjoined by the sentences in question; and this would involve a syntactical 
split.—Or, (there would be another difficulty)—the only word in these 
sentences, which could ‘be injunctive would be taken up by ‘the indicating; 580. 
-that, there- ‘being no’ injunctive word left, even a single factor could not be 
enjoined. The same word may do. the indicating (the act of Touching 


already enjoined) and also enjoining (of the | Shveia). *—No such joint enjoin- ae 


“ing and indicating is possible.—* In the same term (Glabhéia) what is denoted — 
by” the hibas ‘root wota bo | a reite ation, or reference to, the Touching 
É ‘denote afte: would be the injunction (of 
o being that the act of Touching: 
sssory (i.e. it should be done to. 
ence) would. not (Hecassarily) 


wad, mown o should: awa the Sh 
the ten Even go. the indicati 
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be that of the Touching enjoined in connection with the Primary Sacrifice ; 
as the act of Touching is known also as done in ordinary life (and not 
necessarily as that which is done at the Darsha-ptirnamdsa). If it were the 
‘connotation of the ‘ Lin’ afix that were reiterated (or referred to), then this 
reiteration could be that of the accessory connected with the Primary 
Sacrifice; as this accessory is one that has to be brought up at the perform- 
ance, and not one that exists in the ordinary world.—Thusit is not possible 
for the sentences to be taken as mere reiteration of the Touching or 
Offering enjoined in connection with the Primary Sacrifice.—For these 
reasons we conclude that the acts should be performed as distinct, and just in 
that form in which they are expressly. mentioned in the text—t.e. mere 
-$ Touching’, or mere ‘ Offering’—as every act is based upon the direct Vedic 
text; every religious act is only such as is mentioned in the Vedic text; as 
has been made clear under Sūtra 1. 1. 2.—Thus it follows that the sentences 
in question lay down distinct acts of Touching and Offering (without any 
‘connection with any sacrifice).” 


SUTRA (14). 


 [SIDDHÄNTA]— İN FACT, IT IS THE ACT OF ‘SACRIFICE’ THAT SHOULD 
BE TAKEN AS ENJOINED; AS THE CONNECTION OF THE 
MATERIAL, THE RESULT AND THE PARTAKER 
(IS EXPRESSED IN THE SENTENCE), AND 
THESE ARE RELATED TO AN AOT. 


: -Bhasya. 
It has ‘been asserted by. the Purvapakgin (B) that. the i two. enbonces | in 
_ question are not injunetive of accessories for the acts (of Touching and 
Offering) enjoined in' connection with the Primary “ Sacrifice.”—This we 
accept. But the other assertion—that “they enjoin mere touching, or mere 
Offering (independently of any act of sacrifice)” ;—we repudiate ; because 
- what are enjoined are these acts. accompanied by the act of ‘ sacrifice’.— 
Why ?—Because of the connection of the Material, the Resuli and the Pär- 
taker ;—i.e, on account of the sentences expressing the connection between 
the Material and the Detiy (Partaker of the Material offered); what is 
actually enjoined in the sentences is the connection between the Material 
and the Deity, for the person desiring prosperity and for the person desiring 
-Brahmic glory.—How so ?—The sentence does not say simply that ‘one 
shall touch the shvéta’; if this were all that was meant, then the connection 
expressed would be that between the Shvéa and the Touching ;—but what 
-is actually said is that ‘one should touch the Vayavya shvéta’; so that 
what is enjoined, is the connection between the Shvéta and Vayavya; just as 
in the sentence ‘ Weave the cloth’ what i is enjoined is the connection between 
the cloth ahd the weaving, and in the sentence ‘ Weave a long piece of cloth’, 
what is enjoined i is the length of the woven cloth—as. is made clear by the 
presence of the word ‘long’ ;—in: the same manner, in the case in question, 
~ because the sentences contain the. words ' ‘Vayavya’ and ‘ Saurya’” (which 
mean ‘ cutie to. Vaya’ and ‘ ‘dedicated to: e it follows ape whee l 


E O 


second sentence by means of. the, re 
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is enjoined by the sentences is the connection between the Material (Shvéia 
or Cooked Rice) and the Deity (Vayu or Surya). If this were not so, then 
the implication would be that the presence of the names of the doles is a 
wrong reading of the texts. 

Objection—‘ But even so, there would be syntactical split; as the mean- 
ing of the sentence would be—‘ one should make the Shvëta väyavya (dedi- 
cated to Vayu)—and he should touch it’.” 

Not so, we reply; it would not be too great a burden for the injunctive 

word ‘ dlabhéta’ (‘should touch’) to signify the agent’s activity in regard to 
the connecting of the Material and the Deity, as qualified by the further 
idea that it should be touched; it is by Direct Assertion itself that the Agent’s 
activity as thus qualified is declared,—it is only the connection between the 
Material and the Deity that is expressed by. Syntactical Connection ;—so that 
(in this interpretation) there is no need for two sentences (and Syntactical 
Connections) [so that there is no possibility of any syntactical split].—/[To 
take an instance from ordinary usage]—In the case of the sentence ‘ Yoke 
the red horse’,—when it is taken as enjoining an accessory, and two acces- 
sories are taken as enjoined, then there is need for two sentences ;—when 
however all that is said is ‘Bring the Red’, there is injunction of two acces- 
sories even by the sentence itself taken as enjoining an accessory, as the 
qualified sentence (animal) is spoken of by Direct Assertion itself; on 


this account this burden is not too great for the single sentence.—It is 


exactly the same in the case in question also,—The sentence in question, 
under this interpretation, would be ‘expressing a single idea’ (or ‘serving a 


single purpose’), as what would be expressed by it is the connection or . 


relationship as qualified by several words ;—furthermore, if the words of the 
sentence are separated from one another, they become ‘wanting’ (incom- 
plete) ;—so that both the conditions of ‘one sentence’ are fulfilled. 

_ Without a sacrifice, however, it is not possible for a material to be 
‘dedicated’ to a Deity ; so that this connection (of the sacrifice) also has to 
come in.—From all this it follows that what are enjoined are the two acts of 
Touching and Offering accompanied by the act of ‘ sacrifice’. 


SUTRA (15). 
Atso BECAUSE WE FIND INDICATIVE TEXTS, 
Bhasya. 


The view above set forth is supported by indicative texts: In reference 


to the injunction `s Somdraudram charunnirvapét’ - (“one should offer 


‘cooked rice dedicated to Soma-Rudra’,) (Taitti. Sara. 2. 2. 10. 1), we have 
the sentence ‘ Parishrté ydjayet”. (€ The sacrifice should be performed. after 


-the rice has been properly. cooked’) (Taitti. Sarn. 2.2. 10.2), where we have 


‘the injunction of proper cooking; and here we find the act of ‘Offering’ 
“mentioned. in- the ‘first sentence: 


in the word ‘ yäjayēt'; t and this w il be justifiable only if, in the sentences 


to be enjoined as ‘accompanied by 


ae . the act of ‘sacrifice {ond on tha: analogy the oilaning. poke o of in 


‘ Somaraudram, etc.’ referred to in the“, 
i yāji’ (‘to sacrifice’) as contained — 


EERE coon ren 


SRE PAID ES IE I 
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‘ Somarudram’, ete., also were taken as accompanied by the act of ‘ sacrifice ’}. 
—If, on the other hand, the sentences were taken as laying down an 
accessory in connection with the Primary Sacrifice (as in Pirvapaksa A)— 
or as laying down just what is expressed by the words (as in Pirvapaksa 


B)—then it could not be possible to speak of (refer to) the act of < Offer-" 


ing’ by means of the word ‘ ydjayét’. From this we conclude that the 
acts enjoined by the sentences in question are as accompanied by the act 
of * sacrifice”. . e 

[In the preceding Adhikarana we considered the question as to the sentence 
being an Injunction or a mere Reiteration of, or Reference to, a previously-enjoined 
act :—while in the present Adhikarana we have dealt with a case where the In- 


junctive character being admitted, the question discussed is as to the nature of 
the act enjoined.—Tantravartika.—Trans., p. 851.] l 


Apurkarana (6): The ‘Touching’ of the Calf is a 
: Preparatory Act. 


SUTRA (16). 


IN 4 DOUBTFUL CASE [THE CORRECT CONCLUSION IS DERIVED] 
| FROM THE PERCEPTION OF SIMILARITY. 


Bhasya. 


[A preliminary objection is raised]—‘‘What is the illustrative text 
here? We do not find it mentioned here in the Sūtra, as we did in the case 
of the Sūtra ‘Avestau yajfasamyogat, etc.’ (2. 3..3) [where the text men- 
tioning the Avésti is clearly indicated]; nor does the Sūtra declare what is 
meant to be proved, as is done in Si. 2.3. 5 [where what is meant to be 
proved is clearly stated as that ‘the Daksdyana is a distinct act ’];—all that 

` tho present Siira does isto mention “the perception of similarity in a doubtful 
case’ as a reason; and we do not know for what (conclusion) this is a reason. 
The subject-matter of the context (of the Sütras) is ‘ action accompanied by 
a sacrifice’ (spoken of in the Siddhdnta-Siira, 2.3. 14, of the foregoing Adhi- 
karana); but we do not find anything that could connect the present Sutra 
with that act ;—so that this Sūtra appears to convey no meaning, and as 
such is useless.” 

Answer—It is necessary to ila what is the proposition meant. to be 
established here—and what is the ‘doubt’ referred to in the Sūtra. Infact, 
we know the Proposition and the Doubt from the words of the Vritikara: 
This revered Teacher has cited the text—‘ Vatsamdlabhéta, vatsanikanta hi 
pashavah ’ [One should touch the calf; animals are very fond of their 
calves’]; (see Taitti. Sarn. 2.1.4. 8) and has propounded, in connection with 
this text, the Doubt—Does the root ‘ dlabh’ (io touch, occurring in the word 
‘ dlabhéta ’) signify the act of Touching as accompanied by the act of sacri- 
fice’? Or does it signify: mere ‘Touching’ ae text: cited here is ‘most 
suitable, and so also is the question propounded. 


In connection with this question, the same Teacher has set forth the 


act of 


sacrifice,” cn 


stance: é (exbeption). to- ka has 


ro opounding of the present Parvapakga 
yin degrees of intelligence among 


SOE SE ATER RELI 


| Parvapakea that“ the root does: a ioy A the e. Touching as 1 ecpanied by thè. ot | 
‘hough, in reality, there is. not 


q aloct who might be led to draw = | 


296 _ SHABARA-BHASYA: 


conclusions from premises based on mere analogy ;—such for instance, on the 
basis of the fact that a man stung bya mildly poisonous scorpion does not 
_ die, one might conclude that ‘in no case of scorpion-bite should any care- 
ful medication be resorted to’ [similarly, as in the foregoing Adhikarana, 
so in the present instance also, the word in question must be taken as signi- 
fying the Touching accompanied by the act of ‘sacrifice’],—and such con- 
clusions have to be set aside (shown to be wrong). It is for the purpose of 
setting aside such a conclusion that the Teacher has propounded as the 
present Pirvapaksa the view that some people might hold, that—<“ in the 
foregoing Adhikarana it was found thatthe Touching spoken of in connection 
with an animate object was accompanied by the act of ‘sacrifices. —and in 
the present case also we find that the Touching is spoken of in connection 
with an animate object,—hence this also should be taken as accompanied by 
the act of ‘ sacrifice.’ —Or (the Parvapaksa may be stated in the form that) 
«cin the foregoing adhikarana we found the root ‘ to touch’ signifying Touching 
accompanied by the act of © sacrifice; —and it is that same which is referred 
to or reiterated in the text cited here, for the purpose of laying down the 
‘calf’? (as the animal to be touched, in place of the shvéia in connection with 
which we had the touching in the foregoing adhikarana). The advantage in 
` stating the Pirvapaksa in this latter form is that no fresh result has to be 


<. assumed [in connection with the present adhikarana, as the connection with 


the result mentioned in the. foregoing adhikarapa—viz: Prosperity—con- 

- _ tinues to be maintained in the present adhikarana also.]”’ one 

Tn answer to this Pirvapaksa, we have the following Siddhanta:—In a 

doubtful case,—like the one just propounded,—what is enjoined is mere 

E Touching as a preparatory act;—why. so?—because of the perception of 
similarity. That is, there are other sanctificatory or preparatory acts 

_ described, along with which is mentioned the act in question also;—and 
definite conclusions are actually derived from similarity also; for instance, 

: what is written down as tf it were the ‘foremost thing’ is actually recognised 

_ asthe ‘foremost thing’.—* The perception of similarity is a mere indicative ; 

‘how can it establish any conclusion ?’—Our answer is that this is just what. 
has got to be explained in the present Adhikarana,—how a conclusion. can 

_ be established on the basis of the perception of similarity.—* But how can 
‘the perception of similarity act as a valid reason (leading to a conclu- 

_ sion) ?”’—It can do so, when the conclusion concerned is a reasonable one.— 
“What is the reatonableness of the conclusion in the present instance ?”— 

F The fact that makes the conclusion. reasonable i is that, in the text we are 
. dealing with, there is not (as there was in the text dealt with under the 
foregoing Adhikarana) any expression speaking of the connection of a deity ; 
which shows that the act spoken of cannot be of the nature of a sacrifice 

` (in which the connection of a deity is. essential) ; and the fact that shows 

the reasonableness of the conclusion is that the act. in ‘question serves a _ 
visible purpose,—the touching of the calf will make the cow yield more 
milk .—Thus the conclusion being one that is found to be reasonable, the 
* perception of ‘similarity’ becomes indicative (confirmatory) of it.—Hence 


the conclusion is that the text. a of mere Touching and that ase 
preparatory act. 


ne ee 
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SUTRA an. 


ALSO BECAUSE OF THE POSSIBILITY OF CONNECTION WITH THE 
COMMENDATORY DECLARATION. 


Bhasya. 


In continuation of the sentence speaking of the act of ‘touching’ the 
calf, we find the commendatory declaration that ‘animals are very fond of 
their calves’ ;—the sense of the two sentences being that ‘Because animals 
are very fond of their calves, therefore the calf should be touched.’—Now all 


` this declaration would have some sense only if the Touching were done for 


the purpose of making the cow yield more milk; if the Touching were meant 


_ to be done for the purpose of killing (for being offered in sacrifice), then 


there could be no connection with the commendatory declaration. [The fact 
of animals being fond of their calves could never be a reason for killing the 
ealf].—For this reason also it becomes established that what is spoken of is 
mere Touching, and that as a preparatory act. 


ADHIKARANA (7): The Boiled Nīvāra Rice is for the 
purpose of being deposited. 


SUTRA (18). 


AS CONNECTED WITH THE WORD DENOTING AN ACTION, THE 
THING SHOULD BE TAKEN AS BEING FOR THE PURPOSE 
OF THAT ACTION; SPECIALLY AS SUCH IS THE 

; SENSE OF THE DIRECT ASSERTION. 


Bhasya. 


[The Adhikarana before the last has dealt with the two acts of Touching and | 

Offering ;—the foregoing Adhikarana has dealt with a counter-instance to that 

Adhikarana, in relation to the act of Touching; in the present Adhikarana 

` we have the counter-instance to it, in relation to the act of Preparing. The present 

case cannot be covered by one just dealt with, as here we find some sort of a 

: connection with a deity in the shape of Brhaspati, while there was no Deity 
concerned in the foregoing Adhikarana.] 


In connection with Agni-sacrifice, there is the text ‘ Naivarashcharu-. 


nae : rbhavati’ [the cooked rice is of Nivara corn’]; and following upon this is 


the text—‘ Yadénaficharumupadadhati’ [*‘ He deposits this cooked rice’). | 
In regard to this, there arises the question.—Is the cooked rice for the ` 
purpose of being used at the sacrifice, and is itonly what is left over after 
‘the sacrifice that is to be deposited ? Or is the cooked rice got e only 
for being depostied ? 
On this question, we have the following Paes. — 
“ The Cooked Rice is for being offered at the sacrifice; the well-known | 
use for cooked rice is that of being offered at sacrifices, not of being 
deposited.—It might be argued that ‘though the well-known use of cooked. 
< vice is that of being offered at sacrifices, yet,—as the sentence contains no 
. word signifying a deity, nor any word expressive of the act of sacrifice, it 
follows that the cooked rice spoken of in the text in question cannot be for 
the purpose of being offered at a sacrifice’—Our answer to this is that 
towards the end of the text quoted we find the sentence ‘ Brhaspatérva ét- 
adannam yannivdrah’ (‘The Nivdra-corn is the food of Brhaspati’]; this 
mention. of the deity could be construed along with the sentence in 
question; so that the two sentences together would convey the idea that 
‘the Nivara of which Brhaspati is the Deity should be deposited’; and 
this would mean that the cooked. Nivara-rice is. meant for the purpose of 
being offered at the sacrifice (to. Brhaspati). E 
In answer to this, we have the following Siddhanta :- = 
As connected with the word- denoting an action,——i. e. the word ‘upa- 


dadhāti?, © deposits: *—the thing should be taken as being for the purpose of 


that action,—i.e: for the purpose of being. deposited. ‘The connection of the 
‘cooked rice’ with the action of being apa ’ is direct, „Poropptibla; 
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while its connection with the sentence speaking of the Deity (Brhaspatt) is 
indirect, only inferable;—since the assertion in the form ‘he deposits the 
cooked rice’ is direct and actually present in the Veda,—while the 
assertion in the form ‘he deposits that of which Brhaspati is the Deity’ 
only inferable (from the connection between the text ‘he deposits the 
cooked rice’ and the subsequent sentence ‘ Nivdra is the food of Brhas- 
pati’). From this it follows that the whole of the cooked rice is to be 
‘deposited’; and out of it so ‘deposited’, a small quantity could be used 
at a sacrifice; but that would be using the thing on an occasion (and for a 
purpose) other than the one that is directly laid down in the Vedic text. 

As for the sentence ‘ the Nivdra corn belongs to Brhaspati’, it isspurely 


commendatory. 


It has been argued above that the fact of Cooked Rice being meant for 
sacrifices is well-known.—But such generally recognised notions ¢ are always 
set aside by direct assertions of the Veda. 

Thus it becomes established that the Cooked Rice is for the purpose of 
being ‘ deposited’. 


ADHIKARANA (8): The ‘ Tvastra-Painiwata ` has the 
‘ Paryagnikarana’ for its Accessory. 


SUTRA (19). 


INASMUCH AS THE ACTION IS THE SAME AS THE PREVIOUS 
ONE, THE QUALIFICATION IS OF THE PATNIvaTa. 


Bhasya. 


Following upon the injunction of the Pdinivata appertaining to Tvasir 
(Katha. Sar. 30. 1) is the text— Paryagnikriam. patnivatam utsrjanti’ 
[‘They let off the Patnivata animal over which the Hncircling of Fire 
has been performed’].—In regard to this there arises the question—Does 
the sentence lay down the letting off of the same Patnivata which ‘has 

been enjoined before as appertaining to Tvastr, but along with Paryagni- 
` karana as the accessory? Or does it lay down the letting off of a Pdinivata 
which is totally different from what has been previously enjoined as ap- 
pertaining to Tvastr ? l 

If the sentence is construed by connecting the word ‘ paryagnikriam’ 
with the word ‘utsrjanti’ [i.e. if the letting off of that over which Paryagni- 
karana has been performed be predicated of the Pdtnivaia] then, the meaning 


would be that. the letting off is to be of the same Pdinivata which has been — 


previously enjoined as appertaining to Tvastr (but as qualified in the stated 
manner); while if the word ‘pdinivaiam’ is connected with the word 
“uterjanti’, then the letting off of the Patnivata laid down would be distinct, 
from the previous Pdtnivata enjoined as related to T'vasir. 

On this question, we have the following Pirvapaksa :— 

“An entirely distinct act is laid down in the sentence ;—why how 
could the term ‘ pdinivata’ (in the second sentence) be taken as referring to 
the Pdinivata as qualified by two qualifications—(1) of being the previously- 

enjoinéd one, appertaining to Tvastr and (2) of being accompanied by 

Paryagnikarana? [As such a. construction would involve a syntactical 
split].—Further, if what is enjoined were the offering of what appertains to 
Teastr,—then the qualification ‘ paryagnikriam’ could not form part of the 
Injunction. Itis for this reason that we assert that what is enjoined by the 
sentence in question is that what has been made Paryagnikria has to be 
made Pdainivata (i.e. offered to. Fanon), and this constitutes an act of 
wont ice.” 

In answer to this Parvapaksa, we have the following Siddhanta :—What 

is ‘@ajoined is not a distinct act, it is the ‘ avachchheda’, qualification, of the 


- previously-enjoined action, which is referred to in the sentence by means of | 


< the word ‘ utsrjants’ (‘let off’). —“ What would. be the advantage’ in this 


© interpretation ? ”’—Firsily, it will not be necessary to assume the mention = 


of the act of ‘sacrifice’ (which is not actually spoken of in the sentence in- 


question) T FOTA, the term rja.. directly laying down the act of a 


i 
k 
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letting off would not be set aside by the indications of Syntactical Connec- 
tion ;—on the other hand, if the act enjoined were a distinct one,—and what . 
was enjoined by the injunctive term ‘ utsrjanti’ in the sentence were the fact 
of being made Patnivaia,—then the verbal root in ‘ wsrjanti” would have to 
be taken only as reiterating and referring to the act of leiting off which would 
be already got at by implication.—Further, the fact that the previously- 
enjoined act along with the Paryagnikarana is to be made Pdainivata, being 
already known, could not be the object of an Injunction. For all these 
reasons the sentence in question should be taken as laying down the 
qualification of the previously-enjoined Act. 

It has been argued that—* if the offering of the Tvdstra (what apper- 
tains to Tvagir) were taken as enjoined, then the qualification ‘ Paryagni- 
kriam’” could not form part of the Injunction.””—-This however does not 
affect our position; because no significance attaching to the word ‘ pdini- 
vatam’, this Pdtnivata would not be qualified by any qualification; hence 
what the term ‘pdinivata’ standing by itself does is to indirectly reiterate | 
and refer to that Pétnivata which appertains to Tvastr, which is characterised 
by the two qualifications; so that there would be no incongruity at all. 

Thus it is established that what is laid down is the qualification of 
the act already previously enjoined. 


ApHIKaRANA (9): ‘ Adabhya’ and « Amshu’ are names of 
| -the act of ‘ Holding’. 


SUTRA (20). 


WHEN THE NAME APPEARS ALONE BY ITSELF, WITHOUT ANY MATERIAL, 
IT SHOULD BE SUBSIDIARY TO THE PRIMARY SAORIFICE. 


Bhasya. 


Without reference to any particular sacrifice, we find the texts—‘ Bsa 
vat havis haviryajaté yotdabhyam grhitva somaya yajaté’ [‘ He offers the 
real material at sacrifice who, holding the Addbhya, sacrifices to Soma’, 
—and ‘Para vā étasydyuh präņa čti yo'mshum grhnati’ [If one holds the 
Amshu, his life reaches its highest span’.] (Taipti. Sarh. 3. 3, 4. 1.) 

In regard to these there arises the question—Do these sentences speak 
of distinct sacrifices at which the said Cup-Holdings (grahana) come in? Or 
do they lay down the Oup-Holdings in connection with the Jyotistoma 


© sacrifice itself? 


=> © On this question we have the following Parvapaksa:— The sentence 
should be taken as speaking of an entirely different sacrifice ;—why ?— 


because of the presence of a new name (‘Addbhya’ or Amshu’). In course — 


of the primary sacrifice (of the Jyotistoma) there is no such sacrifice bearing 

the name (* Adabhya’, or ‘ Amshw’); nor is there any Holding whose repeti- 
tion could be made the object of injunction by the sentence in question. : 
Consequently the sacrifice mentioned in the sentence must be a totally 
different one.—‘ But we do not find any material or Deity mentioned (of this 
new sacrifice) ?—It does not matter if no material or Deity is mentioned : 
so long as there is the word ‘sacrifice’ ‘yajaté’ itself. Hence what the 
"sentences mean is (a) that ‘one should perform the sacrifice named Adabhya’ 
and (b) that ‘one should perform the sacrifice named Amshu’.” 

Against this Parvapaksa, we have the following Siddhania:—When what 
we find is the mere name, without any mention of the material or the Deity, 
the sentence should be taken as laying down. the repetition of particular Cup- 
_ Holdings at the Jyotistoma sacrifice itself (at which there are numerous Cup- 

_ Holdings).—*‘ Why so ?””—Because in reality the name mentioned (Adäbhya 
or -Amshu) is that ofa Cup that is held, not of a sacrifice; as is clear from the fact 
that it is connected with the Holding directly, while with the sacrifice, it is 
connected only indirectly —As regards the term ‘ Amshu’, there is absolutely 
no doubt as to its being the name of a Cup that is held ;—the mere difference of 
Cup-Holding does not make the sacrifice different.—Nor do we find any mate- 
= rial or Deity mentioned, on the basis whereof the sentence could be taken as 

speaking of the H olding accompanied. by the act of Sacrifice. 
l It has been argued (by the Pirvapakgin) that “the term ‘ous : 
(‘sacrifices’) itself is ¢ found in ‘the. anita and this is se heart of the 
sacrifice”. 2 
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But even so, no distinct and independent sacrifice could be enjoined by 
the said word; as it really stands for a sacrifice that has already been enjoined 
(by another sentence), and the sentence in question does not speak of any- 
thing which could distinguish the sacrifice here spoken of from that already 
enjoined elsewhere.—From this it follows that it is the previously-enjoined 
sacrifice of the Jyotistoma itself which is spoken of by means of the root 
‘ yaji”, ‘to sacrifice’ (as occurring in the word ‘ yajaté’ in the sentence in ques- 
tion),—and what are enjoined by the terms ‘amshu’ and ‘addbhya’ are fresh 
repetitions of the Cup-Holdings at that same sacrifice (of the Jyotistoma). 


: 
1 


PARTERRE 


Apurcarana (10): The ‘ Agnichayana’—*‘ Collecting of 
Fire’—is a Preparatory Act. 


SUTRA (21). 


[PŪRVAPAKŞA]—“ THE TERM ‘ AGNI’ SHOULD BE UNDERSTOOD TO 
; DENOTE A SACRIFICE, BECAUSE OF THE PRESENOE OF | 
INDICATIVES. ” 


Bhasya. 


There is ‘Agni’ enjoined in the sentence ‘Ya évamvidvén agnim 
chinuté’ («He who, knowing this, collects the Agni’),—and this injunction 
followed by the sentences—‘ Athdto’ gnrimagnistoménaivanuyajati, tamukthéna, 
tamatirdtréna, tam sodashind, etc. etc.’ (Cf. Taitti. Sarn. 5. 5, 2. 1.) 


[In connection with the term ‘agni’ as found in the injunction ‘ Agnim | 


-chinuté’|} there arises the question—Does this term ‘agni’ denote a 
sacrifice, different from the Jyotistoma and other sacrifices, which is enjoined 
‘by the verb ‘chinuté’?? Or does it denote a material, and the sentence 
enjoins an accessory (in the shape of that material) for the Jyotistoma and 


other sacrifices ? 


On this qperion we have the following Pirvapaksa :— 


“The word ‘agni’ denotes. a sacrifice ;—why ?—because there are 


- indicatives present; we find an indicative that points to that conclusion, in 
the shape of such expressions as ‘agni’s stotra’, ‘agni’s shastra’, ‘the six 
upasgads of the Agni’; all of which goes to show that the term ‘agni’ denotes 
that of which the ‘ stotra’, the ‘ shastra’ and the ‘ upasads’ form part j—and 
all these form part of the sacrifice ;—hence the term ‘agni’ should be taken 
as denoting a sacrifice.—‘ A mere indicative does not prove anything, please 
point out an Injunction’.—Our answer to this is that, there is the second 
sentence (quoted above)—‘ Athato’gnimagnistoménaivanuyajati ’,—which 

; means that ‘one performs the sacrifice’; and it is this sacrifice which is 
specified as ‘Agni’; from which it follows that this sacrifice is named 


aes Agni’. It is only when the ‘ Agni’ is a sacrifice that the preposition ‘anu’ 


~ becomes a complement of the root ‘yaj’ (in the word ‘anuyajati’). From 
all this it follows that the word should be understood to denote of a sacrifice.” 


SUTRA (22). 


(SmpuAwra}—IN REALITY, IT IS THE SUBSTANCE THAT IS SPOKEN OF | 


‘BY THE WORD ; BECAUSE THE Insunc CTION IS FOR THAT PURPOSE. 
eee E ` Bhāşya. ay 
dn eati it is the inbiionie that ig spoken of by the word '* agni” = 


‘“ Which is that substance ? It is the burning substance, Fire, that is spoken 
of; in fact, this is the well-known TRONE of the word ‘agni’. The verb 
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‘ chinuté’ (‘collects’) is injunctive of the act of collecting, and it cannot 

denote the act of sacrifice. By collecting the Fire, one ‘ prepares’ it, that is, 
`- places it on the altar;—the preposition ‘anu’ will denote sequence; the 
meaning being that ‘ one performs the Agnistoma sacrifice after the comple- 
tion of the act of collecting the Fire’. ` 


SUTRA (23). 


ON ACCOUNT OF THE FACT OF THE CONNECTION OF AGNI WITH ALL 
SACRIFICES, ANY SACRIFICE MAY BE NAMED ‘AGNI’; BUT THAT 
NAME WOULD ONLY SERVE TO LAY DOWN THE DETAILS 
OF THE SACRIFICE, 


Bhasya. 


It has been argued by the Pérvapaksin that by reason of there being 
indicatives, the term ‘agni’ should be regarded as denoting a sacrifice, 
—But this would be so only in so far as those sentences are concerned where 
these indicatives. occur, not in all cases. The name ‘ Agni’, however, can be 
applicable to. sacrifices only indirectly (figuratively),—on the basis of all 


sacrifices being connected with the Fire on the Altar. Consequently all those 


words that appear to be denoting a sacrifice would serve the purpose of laying 
down the details of the sacrifice. 


ADHTKARANA (11): Sacrifices like i the ‘ Monthly Agnihotra’ 
are distinct and independent. 


SUTRA (24). 


WHEN THE CONTEXT IS DIFFERENT, THE PURPOSE MUST BE 
| DIFFERENT. . 


Bhiisya. 


[We have finished the consideration of the Differentiation of Actions by their 
accessories; and we have also dealt with all side-issues—as to what sort of 


accessory is that mentioned in a subsequent sentence which, not being applicable to . 


the Action mentioned in the previous sentence, makes that mentioned in the subse- 
quent sentence different from it; and what sort is that which is applicable to the 
_ previously-mentioned action, and as such does not point to a different Action.— 
The other five means of differentiation of actions having thus been dealt with we 
now proceed the cases of differentiation by Context.—Tantravartika—Trans., p. 871.] 


In connection with the Kundapdyindmayana, we find the sentences ` 


‘ Masamagnihotram juhoti, maisam darshaptirnamasdbhyim yajaté’ and so 


forth. [‘ He offers the Agnihotra-oblation for a month’, ‘He performs the. 


_ Darshaptirnamésa for a month’.] 


In regard to this, there arises the question—Is this time ‘month’ — 


enjoined here for the original (compulsory) Agnihotra, and the original 


Darshaptrnamasa sacrifices? Or do the sentences enjoin acts distinct from. 


-the original Agnihotra and the original Darshapiirnaméasa? 
-> On thie question we have the following Pirvapaksa :-— 


naff The sentences lay down the time for the original acts (of. Agnihotra | 


and Darshapūrnamäsa). —Why so?—Because the term actually used, 


<māsam’. (‘for a month ’), has clearly the form of the injunction oftime.—‘In => 


what way has it the form of the injunction of time ?’—The séntence speaks of 
‘ (a) performing the Agnihotra, (b) for a month’ ; now of these two that ‘the 
ae Agnthotra should be performed’ is already known (as enjoined by the ordinary 
Injunction of the Agnihotra); it is only the other factor, that of its being 


performed ‘for a month’, that is not already known from any other source. | 


Under the circumstances, the two terms ‘agnihotra’ and ‘ darshaptrna- 
masa” (speaking as they do, of what is already known from other sources) 


could not stand for any other acts; consequently, the sentence must be 


taken as the Injunction of the time (which is the only factor not already 
` known from other sources).—‘ But this would set aside (and be contrary to) 
‘the indication of the Context [whereby the sentence should be the injunction 


OE acts connected with the Kundapayinamayana, which the ordinary Agni- 
sobre and Darshapiraamisa are not. =: ’— Well, let ‘the. indications of the. 


ind it; Syntactical Connection is more 


Context be set: aside—we do not 


i authoritative than Context. (and. the view 7 set forth. above. is what ig sgot e at 
through Syataotteal Odansdtion), Lae , 


uh 
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In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhanta :—When a 
sentence is found in a different Context, it can speak of only that act 
to which the Context appertains.—* But we clearly find the sentence to be 
injunctive of an accessory (Time) for the Agnithotra and the Darshapiirna- 
‘maisoa.’’—Not so, we reply.—‘* Why ?’’—Because the sentence in question 
occurs after the phrase ‘ Upasadbhishcharitva’, and there are no ‘ Upasads’ 
in the Agnihotra or in the Darshapiirnamdsa ;—hence it is not possible for 
the sentence to be taken as enjoining the ‘month’ in connection with these 
sacrifices.— The Upasads also may be taken as enjoined in connection with 
the Agnihotra and the Darshapirnamasa [by the whole sentence ‘ Upasad- 
bhishcharitva mdsamagnihotram gthoti, mdsam. darshapiirnamdsdbhydm 
yajaté’.]’’—In that case, the sentence being (according to the Purvapakea) 
injunctive of accessories (for the Agnihotra, etc.), would be enjoining several 
accessories [e.g. (1) the Upasads, (2) the sequence to the Upasads, and 
(3) the month]; and this would involve a syntactical split. —In accordance 
with the Siddhadnta, however, no significance would attach to the term 
‘agnihotra’, which therefore would not qualify the act enjoined, and hence 
there would be no syntactical split. 


[The Tantravartika (Trans., pp. 873-879) does not accept this presentation of 
the Siddhanta, against which it makes the following observations :— 


Such is the Siddhanta as represented by the Bhasya. But there is something to 


be said against this. If the two Agnihotras are taken as distinct, only because of- 


the fact of there being otherwise a syntactical split,—then the present instance too 


becomes one of Differentiation of Actions by meane of syntactical split (already dealt — 


with above), and not by that of context (which is what is really meant to be shown 


here). Or, again, the actions would be different on account of the impossibility of | 


the manifold accessories mentioned in the sentence in question belonging to the 
original Agnihotra; and thus the necessary differentiation being done by Accessories, 
there would be no room for the functioning of the Difference of Context (towards 
that differentiation). Because even if the sentence in question had occurred in the 
same Context as that of the original Agnihotra, then too, it could not but have been 
taken as mentioning a distinct Action, because of the fact of the necessary details 


herein mentioned being inapplicable to the original Agnihotra.—And further, even 


though the reason shown in the Bhasya might, with difficulty, establish the 
difference between the two Agnthotras, yet it could do nothing with regard to the 
other sentence in question, wherein the Monthly Darsha-Pirnamasa are not 
‘mentioned. as preceded. by the Upasads. That is to say, the sentence ‘M dsam 
darshapiirnamasabhyam’ lays down only the connection of the sacrifice with. the 
month: and as such there being no syntactical split, there would be nothing to show 
that the Darshaptrnamasa herein. mentioned is different from that. mentioned | 
. before.—-Thus then, the explanation of the Siddhénta, as given in the Bhasya being 
found to be untenable, we must explain itin the following manner :— 


When the accessory, though mentioned in a separate context, is laid down im 
the manner of an independent injunction, —i.e.. forms the predicate of the sen- ` 


tence,—then it can be relegated to the previous action (and should. not make any 
o difference in it) 5 when, however, the accessory is mentioned only ‘as an Uddashya. 
-i (notan object of injunction, but an accomplished thing, forming the subject of the 


sentence), then the action with reference: to which -it appears must be taken as - 
a different irom. thè previous Action. In the case in question, we perceive a differ: 


; as ence > between the two Agnthairae, not beca their being mentioned in separate 
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_ contexts, but pecias of the fact of all connection with the previous Context haviny been 
cut off. That is to say, when no idea of the original Agnihotra is present in the 
mind at the time’ that the sentence in question is met with, then the action 
mentioned in this latter cannot but be recognised as different from the previous 
Agnihotra. And as for the difference of contexts, even though it is present, it does 
not serve any useful purpose with regard to the differentiation; aswe shall show 
under Sätra I1—~iii—25.—Thus then, in the case in question, the Month could not be 
. taken as enjoined with reference to the Agnihotra mentioned at a great distance (in 
a previous sentence). Because it is not possible for any person to bring about 


the Month to-day for the sake of any Homa; and as the Month can never be- 


the object of an Injunction, and must. always retain the character.of the 
anupadeya,—it must be admitted that it is the Homa that is laid down with 
reference to the Month; and as the injunctive potency of this sentence is not in any 
way set aside by the former originative Injunction of the Agnihotra, the Action 
-which has been taken as being enjoined with reference to the Month, comes to be 


primarily brought up by the sentence in question. As there can be no originative | 


Injunction of that which has already been once enjoined,—we conclude the Action 
laid down in the sentence in question to be distinct from that laid down i in the 
previous. sentence. 


If, even when the contexts are different, the former action were mentioned by | 
a word expressive of an unaccomplished entity,—or the Bhavana meant to be ex- ` 


pressed were connected with that unaccomplished entity,—then, in that case, it 
would be concluded that the second sentence simply brings forward the Action 
“mentioned in the former sentence, with a view to laying it down with reference toa 

particular result, and in this case, there may be non-difference between the Actions. 

Ag for instance, in the case of the sentences ‘ Atiratrashchaturvimshah »—Priiyaniya- 
mahah chatvarah, Abhiplavah sadahah’, ‘Prshthyah eadahah’, etc, etc., and also in. 
‘the sentence ‘Varuna-praghastavavabhrtham yanti.’—When, on the other hand, 


we find-that the injunctiveness occurs in a distinct Context,—is connected. with — 


distinct results, etc,,~—partakes of the character of the originative Injunction—and is 


. not set aside by the more authoritative. originative injunctiveness of any previous E 


` word which is far removed from it,—then, if such an injunctiveness happens to 
point to a difference between the actions concerned, we cannot but admit such a 
difference. 


. It should be noted that the author of the Bhasya also ‘haa: montioned the- 


Time, which is ‘anupädēya’;, as the ground of differentiation; though he has 
-referred to this Time by means of the sentence—‘ upasadbhishcharitua’ (and hence 
there is in reality not much discrepancy in the Bhasya either.] 


| 
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ADHIKARANA (12): Sacrifices like the ‘Agneya’ are distinct — 
acts Bee with a view to distinct results. 


SUTRA (25). 


Tar RESULT ALSO (IS A MEANS OF DIFFERENTIATION), WEEN 
MENTIONED APART FROM ACTIONS. 


Bhasya. 


[All the six Means of Differentiation have been dealt with. We now proceed 
to show another way in which the Difference of Context operates towards differen- 
tiation; and it is not a seventh means of differentiation that is taken up now. This 
other way consists in the mention of something whioh is ‘anupaid2ya’, i.e. which 
cannot be brought about by human effort, and as such cannot be the object of an 
Injunction; among such things are—Place, Time, Occasion, Result, Object ‘to. be 
prepared. From among these, the case of Time has been dealt with under the fore- 


_ going Adhikarana; where the Place and Occasion also have been shown (by the Var- 


tika). We now proceed to deal in the present Adhikarana with the Result (and also 
in the Vartika, with the Object to be prepared).] 


Without reference to any particular sacrifice, we find the texts—(a) ‘Agné- a 


yamastakapalam nirvapēt rukkdmah’ [$ Desiring effulgence, one should prepare 


a cake baked on eight pans and dedicate it to Agni’], (cf. Taitti. Beh. 


2, 2.3. 3),—(0)‘A gnisomiyaméekddashakapdlam nirvapét brahmavarchasakamah’ 


(Taitti. Sarh. 2. 3. 3. 3). [Desiring Brahmic glory, one should prepare the = 


cake baked on eleven pans and dedicate it to Agni-Soma’],—(c) ‘ Aindragna- 
mekddashakapalam nirvapet prajdkdmah’ [* Desiring. offspring, one should 
prepare a cake baked on eleven pans and dedicate it to Indra-Agni’] 
(Taitti. Sarn. 2. 2. 1. 1), 

In regard to these, there arises the question—Do these texts lay down 
the particular results (effulgence, Brahmic glory and offspring) in connection 
with the original Agnéiya (Agnisomiya and Aindragna) sacrifices ? Or do 
they lay down entirely different sacrifices ? 

On this question, we have the following Pirvapaksa:—‘‘ The sentences 


lay down particular results in connection with the original sacrifices ;—-why ? 


—hbecause in the Agnéya and other sacrifices mentioned in these texts we 
recognise the well-known Agnéya and. other sacrifices (already enjoined else- 
where) ;—hence their mention in the sentences in question must be taken as. 
a mere reference to those same sacrifices, for the porpor of laying down 
their connection with the particular results,” 

In answer to this Ptrvapaksa, we have the following Siddhanta:— 
The Result also is a means of differentiation, when it is mentioned apart from 


: actions. That is to say, if the sentence in question ‘were a mers reference 


(to a. previously enjoined sacrifice), then it could not lay down the result; as 
in that case, there would be no injunctive word in the sentence: and it is 


clear that what is not enjoined cannot be the means of bringing about any 


such result as ‘effulgence’, In fact, if the particular result, affulgence, were | 


310 SHABARA-BHASYA z 


all that is enjoined, then, as every result must be evanescent, —there could 
be no connection between such a result and the Agnéya and other sacrifices 
which are not evanescent (sterse) one with the other results (Brahmic 
glory and Offspring). 

From all this it follows that the sentences in 1 question lay down sacrifices 
different from the original Agntya and other sacrifices. 
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ie hays to be vagd: 


ADHIKARANA (13): The Avēsți brings about its result in 
the shape of food. 
SŪTRA (26). 


Wa: THERE 1S PROXIMITY, THERE IS NO SEPARATENESS : HENCE 
THE REPEATED MENTION SERVES THE PURPOSE OF. 
POINTING OUT ANOTHER RESULT. 


Bhésya. 


(The present Adhikarana is introduced by way of a counter-instance to all the i 


foregoing Adhikaranas based upon non-provimity. The Result mentioned in the 


present Siitra stands for all Anupadéyas—Place, Time, Occasion, ete.—Tantravartika 
—Trans., p. 883.] 


There'is the Avést: sacrifice spoken of in the text-——* Agnéyo’ takapilah 
purodasho bhavati’ [t The cake baked upon eight pans becomes dedicated to 


Agni’]; and in reference to this Avésti, we have the sentence—‘ Ztayd 


annaddyakamam ydjayét’ [t One should make one perform this (Avésti), if he. 
-is desirous of acquiring food °]. 

In regard to this second sentence, there arises the question—Is the — 
; action spoken of in the sentence different from the Avésti? or is it the Avésti 


itself ? 


On this question, the Pérvapaksa is that it must be taken to be a 
distinct action, on the grounds set forth in upeppert of the Siddhanta oi the 


foregoing Adhikarana. 

In answer to this Parvapaksa, we have the following Siddhanta:—As 
there is proximity, the sentence should be regarded as the repeated mention 
of the Avésti itself, for the purpose of pointing out another result ;—and it is 
not a distinct act that is mentioned.—Why ?—Because there is no separate- 
ness; that is to say, the pronoun ‘ étayd’ (‘this’) cannot stand for any action 
other than the Avésti; as the pronoun ‘this’ must always stand for what is 
in close proximity to it. Hence the sentence should be taken as enjoining 
the same Avésti for one who desires to obtain food. 

“What is the practical use of the present Adhikarana ? go 
-If the action spoken of is the same as the Avésh, then the materials used 


-would be the Agnéya and. other: cakes (enjoined. in connection with the 


Avast) ; while if it is a different sserifion, then. some other material would 
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ADHIKARANA (14): The repeated mention of the ‘ Agnéya’ 
ts for the purpose of commendation. 


SUTRA (27). 


[PURVAPAKSA}—‘* FoR REASONS STATED, THE Acniya SHOULD BE 
UNDERSTOOD AS TO BE REPEATED. 


Bhdasya. - 


In connection with the Darsha-pirnamdsa, there is the Injunction {of 
the Agnéya) in the text « Agnéyo’stakapalo’mavasydyim paurnamadsyaiichd- 
chyuto bhavati’ ;—then comes the text ‘ dgnéyo'stékapdlo’mavasydydm 
bhavait’. 

In regard to this, there arises the question—[Do these two texts mean 
that] the Agnéya is to be performed twice ? Or only once? l 
On this question we have the Pūrvapaksa that—“ For reasons stated, the: 
~- Agnéya should be understood as to be repeated; (the reason being that) ‘[the. 
repetition of the same word should also indicate difference among acts,J— 
we because, if there were no difference, the repetition would be useless’ (Sūtra $ 
es 2)." 5 


SUTRA (28). 


 [StopHÄNTA]—THE ACTION BEING FOUND TO BE UNDIFFERENTIATED, 


| THERE SHOULD BE NO REPETITION OF THE SAME ACT SIMPLY reg are 


BECAUSE IT IS MENTIONED. TWICE. 
Bhasya. 


That the Agnéya should be performed twice is not the right view.— 
Why ?—Because there is no word (in the text) signifying such repetition. — 
“The word ‘dgnéya’ itself, being repeated, should lay down the ‘second 
> performance.” —Not so, we reply; the repetition of the word cannot convey 
the idea that what is expressed by it should be repeated ; because when some- 
thing: is expressed by the word when. pronounced first, it will remain the 
same thing even though the word be repeated a hundred times,—it will be 
no other: Ifthe word mentioned the same thing that has been mentioned 
before, without any difference, then it would be useless.” —Let it be useless; 
even. so, it cannot signify anything else; in fact, it may be reasonable to 
- regard the repetition. as useless, but it can never be reasonable to take it as 
signifying something different, (from: what it has: signified before), From this 
we sepals that the Amiya ta is: not. fo iy performed twice. 
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SUTRA (29). 
OR, THE REPETITION MAY BE TAKEN AS SERVING 4 DIFFERENT 
PURPOSE. 


Bhdasya. 


Or, we need not regard the ‘repetition as useless; what we mean is that 
it may be taken as serving the purpose of commendation. 

Objection—** What would be the purpose served by this commendation ? 
When the Agnéya has already been enjoined by a previous text, which is 
already accompanied by a commendatory declaration, for the purpose of 
enjoining of what would the Veda put forward another commendatory state- 
ment? It has already been pointed out under Sütra 1. 2.1 that ‘Inasmuch 
as the Veda is meant to serve the purpose of enjoining actions, what does 
not serve that purpose is useless’ ; so that, if there is a mere assertion, which 
does not serve the purpose of enjoining anything, it has to be regarded as 
useless. Because whether the same fact is reasserted or not, it remains just 
the same; just as whether a Deity is mentioned or not mentioned, it accom- 
_plishes the purposes of an accessory.—({The sense of this last clause is not 
quite clear. The Tantravéritka—Trans., p. 889, has the following interesting 


note—* We do not quite understand what this means; though on looking 


into it closely, it seems that it recalls what has gone before under. the 


Mahéndradhikarana, Sa. 2. 1. 18. The sense thus is that, though greatness : 
(Mahativa) does not form an integral part of the Deity Mahéndra, yet, . 

inasmuch as in one case mere Indra (without the epithet mahdn) fulfils the | 
functions of the Deity, the epithet mahdn would be useless in an Arthavdda 


that would refer to the Injunction; exactly so in the case in question an 
independent commendation, otong by itself, would be altogether meaning- 
less.?]”’ 

Answer—The repetition serves a different purpose ; it serves the purpose 
of enjoining, not the Agnéya, but, the Aindragna ;—the meaning being—‘ The 
Agnéya offering of the cake baked on eight pans performed on the Amavasya& 
day is all right,—but it is not quite perfect when the offering is made to 
Agni alone,—it becomes quite perfect when it is offered to Agni accompanied 
by Indra,-—hence the offering should be made to Endre dg, 


[We have found in this Pada that there are six means of differentiating ote 


Actions... The Tantravartika (Trans., pp. 885-886) has the following note—In another 
commentary (perhaps, by Bhawadisa) only four such means have been mentioned— 


(1) Different words, (2) Different names, (3) Different Accessories and (4) Different l 


Results, -He has inchided ‘ Repetition’ and ‘Number’ under ‘ Different Words’, 
and * Different Context under ‘ Different Results’. on this i is open to objection. 
(Por details of discussion see Tantravārtika. i Bese 


oe End of F ii of Dire I, 


DISCOURSE IL. 
PADA IV.. 
ADHIKARANA (1): Treating of the Life-long Agnihotra. 
SUTRA (1). 


- [Ponvaranga]—“ THE LIFE-LONG REPETITION IS A PROPERTY 
oF THE ACTION,—BECAUSE OF THE CONTEXT” 


Bhésya. 


In the Bahurcha-Brahmana we find the text— Yavajjivam agnihotram. 
juhoti’ (‘One performs the Agnihotra as long as he lives’], ‘ Yavajjivarh q 
darshapiirnamdsdbhyam yajéta,’ (* One should perform the Darshapiirnamasa: ay 
as long as he lives’). s 

In regard to this there arises the question—Is the Life-long Repetition’ 4 
‘enjoined here a property of the act? Is the life-long-ness enjoined as a ee 

. property. of the act, meaning that there is to be a repetition of it throughout 
one’s life? Or is the life-long-ness enjoined as a property of the Agent, i.e. 
a necessary duty for him? Does the sentence lay down the life-long-neas as 
a property of the Act, the sense being that the Act'is to be repeated as long 

-as the man lives ? Or does it lay down the life-long-ness as a property of the 


Agent, the sense being that the act forms his necessary duty ?—- 


Question—‘' In what case would the life-long-ness be a property ofthe Dy 
_ Act—and in what case would.it be a property of the Agent ?”’ 
Answer—In case the term ‘juhoti’ (* performs’) in the first sentence is 
a mere reference to the act of performing the Homa (enjoined elsewhere), and 
the Uieofonny nee is the object. of injuñotion by the APAT Repeti- 


ing. ae “Homa is the object of the Injunction], aes 
necessary duty for the Agent. 


[The exact significance of this Adhtkarana in general, and of the Question i in 


particular will be clear from the following extract from the Tantravirtika 
—~Trans., pp. 890-891. 


-Objection : ** Whether a word expresses the property of an action or that of the — 
Agent, is a question connected with the subject-matter of the Third Adhyaya ; 
and hence its introduction here seems to be wholly irrelevant.”—To this some peo- 
` ple make the following reply: The treatment of the subject-matter of the Second 
_ Adhyaya,. itself having been finished, and the Third Adhyfya also being near 
_ at hand, there is nothing very incongruous in the introduction, ab this stage, 
of a subject connected with the latter.—But this explanation. is scarcely right. 

Because we have still got to consider. the: question of the difference or non-difference 
of Actions as mentioned i in the various texts of the same Veda (and as such all the 
subjects of the Second Adhysya have not yet been exhausted) We must therefore 
_ “plan the’ ‘relevanoy of the. Adhikarana in the follawing manner : Just as the: 
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causes of difference operate towards the differentiation of the forme of Actions,. 
so also do they operate towards that of their performances. Hence with regard to: 
the Agnihotra, ete., qualified as they are by the mention of ‘life-long’, there arises 
a question as to whether each of its daily performances is a distinct action in itself, 
or all the daily performances go to form a single Action meant to bring about 
a particular desirable end, and the time for whose performance is ‘the whole: 
of one’s life? If then, the time—whole of one’s life-—were laid down as a property 
of the action, then the mere offering of the Morning and Evening libations— 
in accordance with the injunctions “he should offer the morning libation with 
the mantra ‘ Siiryo jyotih, etc.’,” and “he should offer the evening libation with the 
mantra * Agnirjyotih, ete.’” Foda not be enough to complete the Agnihotra, 
till the specified time—‘life-long,’—expires; and hence a performance of the 
Agnihotra would come to be made up of many daily repetitions; just as the 
performance of the Jyotietoma is made up of the repetition of the same process 


. with regard to each of the many Grahas. If, on the other hand, ‘living’ be taken 


as the occasion (or cause), with reference to which the sentence lays down the 
Action,—then, inasmuch as the occasion would last till the performer lasts, the 
Action would come to be enjoined without reference to any desirable result; and 
such a neglect of the performance being sinful, it would be necessary for the 
Man to perform it as long as he lives, either for the fulfilment of his own duty, 
or for the avoiding of the sin incurred by the non-performance of a necessary: 
duty; and hence in this case, the sentence would lay down e necessary duty 
for the man. And in this case the occasion of the Agnihotra performance would be 


Morning and Evening together with the life of the agent; and hence as this occasion — 
would present itself every day, the Action would be complete every day also; and 


the complete performance of the Agnihotra would be repeated each day ;—the 


performance of each day forming a distinct Action by itself (independently of | 
the other days’ performance).—For these reasons we must conclude that the | 


Bhasya has put the question in the form that it has, simply with a view to the dis~ 


tinctness or otherwise of the performance; as it is this that comes to be the upshot — 


of the question put by the Bhasya.] 

On this question, we have the following Parpaka: — 

[The repetition is a property of the Action;—why ?—because of the 
Context. That is to say, the significance of the Context is maintained only if 
we accept the interpretation that the roots ‘Ad’ (in the first sentence) 
and ‘yaj’ (in the second sentence) are mere references to the actions 
(enjoined elsewhere),—and ‘ Yävajjivam ’ (‘life-long’) is what is enjoined ;— 
so that there is repetition (and all the repetitions go to form the complete: 
Act, of the Agnihotra or the Darshapirnamdsa).—When this is the explana- 
tion, then alone the glorification of the sacrifices, as contained in. the 


sentence, ‘Imperishable is: the sacrifice called Agnihotra, as also that called. 


Darshapiirnamasa’, would be applicable to the sacrifices, on the basis of the 
common factor of long time (implied by *. life-long” and ‘imperishable’ ) 
For this reason there is to be- repetition {and all the daily repetitions. 
constitute a single performance of the one act of Agnihotra, and ‘ life-long 


: is a qualification « of ‘this’ one aot—says Taniravartika- Trinny P. 891. ele 
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SUTRA (2). 
[SippHANTA]—IN REALITY, THE PROPERTY IS OF THE AGENT; 
BECAUSE OF THE DIRECT SIGNIFICATION OF THE TEXT. 


Bhasya. 


What we assert is that the sentence should not be taken as. laying 
down the life-long character of the whole act (of Agnihotra or Darshapiirna- 
mdsa) as consisting of the repetitions of the performance,—and that what 
the sentence lays down is the necessary duty for the Agent qualified by the 
‘property ‘ life-long’ [i.e. the duty to be performed by the Agent as long as he 
lives.] Why so ?—Because of the direct signification of the text; that is, it is 
only thus that the sense of the text would be what is directly signified by it; 
any other sense would involve recourse to indirect (figurative) interpretation. 
—“ How so ?”-—If the meaning were taken to be that ‘one should perform 
the act during all the time that one is alive’,—then such performance of the 
Agnihotra during the whole life-time could not be accomplished except by 
repeating the Agnihotra which is really completed every evening ;—nor 
could such performance of the Darshapirnamdsa during the whole life-time 


be accomplished without repeating the acts of Darsha and Pūrņamāsa 


which are completed on every Amāvāsyā and Piirnamasi respectively.—It 
might be argued that—‘ what is done during a part of the life-time may be 
regarded as done during the life-time.” —But that is not so; as such a fact 
- could only be got at by implication, it could not be enjoined by the word; 
that is, what the sentence means is that ‘ the act is to be completed during 


the time that is measured by the life-time of the performer ’,—and it is this 


that may imply the idea that ‘there should be many repetitions of the act 
of Agnihotra’ ; such repetition, which would be declared as to be done, is not 
directly signified by either of the two verbs ‘juhoti’ and ‘ yajati’; it is got 
at only by indirect indication,—the words ‘one should perform the Homa as 


long as he lives’ being taken as indirectly indicating {through the context) 
the idea that ‘the action should be repeated as long aa ee lives” rand: Bae 


Direog Assertion is stronger than Indirect Indication: 
On the other hand, if the sentence is construed in ‘such a manner as to 
iake the phrase < as long as one lives’ as a mere reference (to what is 
eA already known), and the verbs ‘juhoti’ and ‘yajati’ as injunctive of the 
acts” (Agnihotra and Darshapirnamdsa),-—then, in that case, these two 
words s Juhoti’ and ‘ Jajati’ retain their direct significations,—and the phrase 
‘as long as one lives’ also would, in this case, stand for the ‘ being alive’ of 
the Agent, which i is what is directly expressed by it,—and not for repetition, 
which it can only indicate indirectly. ‘Thus then, what is enjoined by the 
text is the act (of Agnihotra or Darshapiirnamdsa) as contingent upon the 
*being alive’ ‘of the man; the sense being that ‘the Homa should be 


. performed if the. man is living? 4 80 what the performance of the Act ig 


contingent upon is the ‘ being alive’ of the agent, and not the time (of his 
life) ;—and thus the act being contingent: upon a constant factor, it is 


spoken of as a constant (necessary) duty; hence what is enjoined is a. 


property of the Agent, in the shape of a necessary duty. 


[In the BIANA the term ‘ Tapan aroy denotes the ing, sie 


J 
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alive, of the Agent as the condition essential for the performance of the act; and 
the word ‘juhott’ also directly denotes the action of Homa done in the Agnihotra. _ 
In the Pirvapakea, on the other hand, the ‘being alive’ of the agent is made to 


indicate the time of his living, and the word ‘juhott’ is made to indicate repetition. 


In this case therefore it becomes necessary to reject the direct connotation of the 
words (‘ yavajjivam’ and ‘juhoti’), and accept the indirect indication of Time and 
Repetition; so that the Injunction, instead of being based upon Direct Signification, 
becomes based upon Indirect Indication.—Tantravartika—Trans., p. 898.] 


SUTRA (3). 


ALSO BECAUSE WE FIND INDIOATIVES; IF THE PROPERTY BELONGED 
TO THE ACTION, IT WOULD FILL UP THE WHOLE OF IT AND 
THE REST WOULD BE MEANINGLESS, 


Bhasya. 
The following text is indicative of the Siddhanta view" Api ha vä ésa 


svargallokdchhidyaté yo darshaptirnamdsayaji paurnamdsimamdvasyim vai 


atipdiayét’ [‘ That performer of the Darshaptirnamdsa becomes deprived of 
heaven who transgresses the Amdvdsyd and the Paurndmési days’] (cf. Taitti. 
Sarh. 2. 2. 5. 4).—‘* How is this indicative of the Siddhdnta view ?”—If the 
property belonged to the Act, then the Sacrifice once begun would be com- 
pleted only after the lapse of the whole life-time of the man; so that in that 
case, there would be no such ‘ transgressing’ of the time of the sacrifice as is 
mentioned in the sentence just quoted; so that all the rest of the sentence— 
where expiatory rites are aa down for such transgression—would be mean- 
ingless. 
SUTRA (4). 


‘Tree IS ALSO A TEXT WHICH] SPEAKS OF THE COMPLETION 
[OF THE ACT]; IF THERE IS TIME LEFT (AFTER THAT 
COMPLETION), THE ACTS MUST BE DISTINCT, 


Bhasya. 


We find the completion of the act spoken of in such texts as ‘ Darsha- 
pirnamdsdbhyam istva soména yajéta’ [t Having performed the Darsha- 
pirnamdsa, one should perform the Soma sacrifice’]; if, after the Darsha- 
pirnamdsa has been completed, there is time left for the performance of the 
. Soma-sacrifice (as is mentioned in the sentence quoted), then it is clear that 
the two sacrifices, Darsha and Parnamdsa, do not require the man’s whole 
life-time for. their completion.—If on the other hand, ‘ being alive’ is the 
condition for the performance of the sacrifice, then it becomes possible for 
the acts (Darshapiirnamdsa and the Soma) to be distinct acts (and to be 


performed as such); so that the meaning of the sentence. would be that. 
-t after. having completed the Patehepirnanies sacrifices, o one should perform 
ae the Soma sacrifice.’ l 


` Further, there is the text— 


darshagiimnamdléan yajëta ya Ghutibhaj 
man who has established the fire p 


the Agnihotra, but omits to 


a perform the. Darshapäryamäsa, he akos. thore: Deities who arè entitled to. 
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the offerings pine for them °]; here we find the text speaking of the deities as 
‘pining for the offerings’; and this mention of the ‘ pining’ is justifiable 
only if the offering that is not made is one that is compulsory (not 
voluntary); if an offering is not compulsory, then it is not possible for the 
deities to ‘pine’ for it; the offering can be regarded as compulsory only in 
accordance with the view that the sacrifice is enjoined as a necessary duty, 
not under the view that it is voluntary. If therefore the property in 
question (life-long) belonged to. the Action, the Agnihotra as well as the 
Darshapiirnamasa would become. voluntary acts.’ Hence the only correct 
view is that the act spoken of is a necessary duty. . 
. Lastly, there is the text—‘ Jardmaryam vă état satram yadagnihotram 
darshaptirnamasaticha, jarayā ha va étabhyam nirmuchyati’ [* The Agnihotra 
and the Darshapirnamdsa are imperishable, one becomes freed from the 
responsibility of performing these only by old age or by death’]; this 
declaration of one becoming absolved only through. old age or death is 
compatible only with the view that the act is compulsory; if the acts were 
voluntary (not compulsory), then the man could escape from their per- 
formance by simply not performing them. . 


SUTRA (5). 


| THEN AGAIN, IF THE ACTS WERE NOT. COMPULSORY, IT COULD NOT — 
BE SO (AS DESCRIBED IN THE TEXTS). 

Bhasya. fa 

The term ‘ iw’ connotes cumulation; the sense is that for the following 

reason also we feel that the sentence lays down the property of the Agent 

and enjoins a compulsory duty.—If the sentence in question were taken as 

enjoining an accessory (ie. time) for the acts already enjoined elsewhere, 


` there would be only one Agnihotra offering, and that also would not be 
-` compulsory ; as no other action which is mentioned as connected. with a 


definite result [as the Agnihotra is mentioned in its original injunction. ee 


Ect Agnihotran juhuydt svargakdmah’) is ever regarded. ; compulsory ; ; and if — 
` the acts were taken as not compulsory (voluntary), that would be repugnant 

> to what is stated in the text ‘Jardmaryam vā tat satra yadagnihoiram 
` darshapiirnamasaticha, jaraya vä stabhyamn nirmuchygts mrtyund cha.— 
“Why should it be repugnant to this text ?”—The declaration that 
- ‘one. can escape from the performance of these acts only by old age or 
death’ is justifiable only if the acts are compulsory; if they were voluntary, 
then one could escape from their performance by. simply not Por rang 
them, l 


SUTRA (6). 
THEN AGAIN, THERE 1S INCONGRUITY A150, AS BEFORE, 
_ Bhasya. z 


C For the following reason we conclude that the sentence does not “ay 
down the repetition of the previously-enjoined sacrifice, or an accessory 
relating to it, E ?— Because there is. incongruity 5 the ‘incongruity ’ 


Í 
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would be that the Sawrya and other sacrifices also—which are modifications 
of the archetypal Darshapiirnamadsa—would have to be repeated as. long as 
one lived ;—and this would be a conclusion not vouchsafed by any text at 
all.—From this also it follows that the sentence lays down a compulsory. 
duty.—This same compulsory character of the sacrifices is borne out by its 
glorification also (such as contained: i in the text ‘ Jaramaryam, ete’). 


SUTRA (7). 


INASMUCH AS THE PROPERTY BELONGS TO THE AGENT, WHAT IS 
“SPOKEN OF AS THE TIME SHOULD BE THE CONDITION (ON 
WHICH THE PERFORMANCE OF THE ACT WOULD. 

BE CONTINGENT). 


Bhasya. 


If the sentence is taken as laying down a property of the Agent, and 
also the compulsory. character of the act; then ‘ being alive’ would be the 
condition,—i.e. the performance of the act would be enjoined as contingent 
upon the agent ‘being alive’; and in that case, the act would be complete 
with each (daily) performance of it; and this would be in keeping with the 
mention of completion (spoken of in Si. 4). 

From all this it follows that what is enjoined is the property of the 
Agent and also the compulsory character of the Act. 
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Apurcaraya (2): If an act is mentioned in several 
recensional texts, it should. be regarded as one- 
and the same. 


SUTRA (8). 


[{Porvaraxsa]—‘“Ir an ACT IS MENTIONED IN DIFFERENT RECEN- 
SIONAL TEXTS, IT SHOULD BE REGARDED AS DIFFERENT,—BECAUSE 
OF DIFFERENCES—(1) IN NAME, (2) IN FORM, AND . 
(3) IN PARTICULAR DETAILS; AND BECAUSE 
OF (4) REPETITION, (5) DEPRECATION, 
(6)-INCAPACITY, (7) DECLARATION 

OF COMPLETION, (8) EXPIA- 

TORY BITES AND (9) PER- 

CEPTION OF DISTINCT ` 

PURPOSES ”’, 


Bhasya. 


(The present Adhikarana is taken up with a view to show that there are no 


ae grounds for the differentiation of actions except those already described. To this 
end certain. other likely grounds of differentiation are put forward and rejected; 


and in course of this discussion it will be found that every one of these suggested 


grounds of differentiation is included in one or other of those already desoribed 


above—Tantrawartika—Trans., p. 902]. 


~ ‘The texts to be dealt with here are all the various Recensions of the Veda - 


: such as Kathaka, Käläpaka, Paippaladaka and so forth.—In this connec- 


tion there arises the question—If any one Act, such as the Agnthoira, has . 
been mentioned in one Recensional Text,—and it is again mentioned in ` 
another Recensional Text,—is this latter act different from the former Ei 


-Or not different from it ?. 

On this question we have the following Parvapakga :— 

“It should. be taken as a different act —~ Why ?—~ 1) Because there is 
| difference in name: one is called ‘ Kathaka’ and the other, ‘ Kalapaka’; 
‘and this difference in the names makes the actions different.—‘ But these 
` are names of texts (not of acts)’.—True; but what we mean is that these 


are names of acts also; inasmuch as they are found to be applied to, and 


spoken of, by means of words with. the same case-endings as—the acts 
(when, eg. people speak of ‘ Kathakam agnihotram’, * Kdlépakan: agni- 
‘hotram’ and. so forth],—(2) Because there is difference in form; e.g. in one 


Recensional Text, the Agnisomiya cake is spoken of as ‘baked upon 
eleven pans’, while in another the. same is spoken of as ‘ baked upon 
‘twelve pans’; and when the forms are different, how can the acts be not 
different ?—(3). Because there is difference in particular details; people ` 
“belonging to the Taittiriya Recension eat on the ground while they are. 
‘studying the texts A Sealing with ‘the £ ‘Kariri ’ sacrifice; those belonging to. 
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other Recensions do not do : so oralay while die the ‘ Agm’ 
Section, some people fetch jarfulls of water for the Teacher, while others do 
not do. so;—similarly. while studying. the ‘Ashvamédha’ Section, some 
people fetch grass for the horse, while others do not do so; while there are 
yet others who perform other details. Thus in the case of persons belonging 
to one Recension, a sacrifice like the Ashvamédha requires at their hands help 
in the shape of grass for the horse and such other things,—while in the case 
of persons belonging to other Recensions, the sacrifice does not require 
that help ;—now if the Ashvamédhas mentioned in the two texts were one 
and the same, how could it require these from one person and not from 
another ? How too could it require any other help? Hence it follows that 
the Ashvamédha mentioned in one text is differ ent from that mentioned in the 
other.—(4) Because (of the incongruity) of repetition; if the act mentioned in 
all Recensional Texts were one and the same, then the act having been 
already mentioned in one text, its mention in another text would be a 
needless repetition. This undesirable contingency does not arise if the act 
is different ;—-for this reason also. the act must be different.—(5) Because 
there are deprecatory declarations ;—persons belonging to some Recensional 
Texts deprecate, the offering of Homa before sunrise (at the Agnihoira) in 
the following terms—‘ Pradtah prataranrtanté vadanti purodaydjjuhvati 
ye’ gnihotram, divakirtyam adiva kirtayantah sūryo jyotirna tadā jyotiresim’ 
[‘ Those who, at the Agnihotra, offer the Homa before sunrise utter an 
untruth morning after morning, when they say not by day what should 


be said by day: Strya.is not the light for them at the time’]; s—while > 
in the following terms some people deprecate the offering of Homa after. 


 sunrise— Yatha atithayé pradrutéya annamdharéyuh tadrk tat yadi uditë 


juhvati’ [I£ people make the, offering of Homa after sunrise it is like — 


bringing up. food for the guest after he has departed’—Shankha. Bra. 
2. 9; Tai. Bra. 2. 1. 2. 12];—all this would be incongruous if the act 
mentioned in the several recensional texts were one and the same; not 
so, if it were different;—for this reason also the act is different. —(6) 


Because of incapacity ;—people would never be able to. carry out all the 


- details that may have been laid down in all the. Recensional Texts. in 
which the particular act may have been mentioned [and it would be 


necessary to do this if it were the same act mentioned in all the texts]; 80 
that in many cases it might be declared. that. something is being done 


which has not been laid down anywhere;—on the other hand, if the act 
were different, then it would be quite possible to gather all the information 
bearing upon its details (from the particular Recension where it occurs) ;—for 
this reason also the act should be. regarded as different.—(7) Because of the 


declaration of completion : there is a declaration of completion even when .. 
~. there is no completion ; for instance, some people say “our fire is, complete’ : 


= at & certain. point, while others declare it to be complete at another point = 


» this would. not. be possible. if it were the. same act; because at any one 

Eey be “both complete: and. incomplete; ce 
sue distinetion i is proper if the ctions are different. For this reason also >. 

3 atory. rites have. been laid os 

‘ to. be. performed, for -the 


>i point, one and the same act could no 
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‘neglect of the Homa before sunrise; others lay down an expiatory rite to be 
performed for the neglect of Homa after sunrise, as also at its prolongation 
(by reason of the Homa before sunrise having been neglected before sunrise 
and hence performed after sunrise, thereby prolonging the time of the 
Homa after sunrise). Tf the acts were the same, there could not be two 
kinds of ‘prolongation’; if, on the other hand, the acts are distinct, the 
pre-sunrise. Homa becomes ‘ prolonged’ if done after sunrise, as in that 
case the other (the pre-sunrise) Homa also has to be done after sunrise. 

For this reason also the Acts must be different.—(9) Also because there is 
. perception of distinct purposes ;—for instance, (2) in one text we find the 
text-—‘ Fadi pura didiksindh....atha yadi Uidiksinah’, which means 
(according to the Tantravdrtika) that ‘ if the sacrificer happens to be previously 
initiated, he should employ the Atirdira of the Brhatsdma, as the Rathantara- 

Sama will have been already employed at the previous initiation, while if 
„he does not happen to have been previously initiated, he should employ the 
Rathantara’ ;—according to this passage, there would be a possibility of the 
sacrificers at the Dvddashiha being found to be such as have previously 

performed the sacrifice (of the Jyotistoma), as also such as have not so 

performed the sacrifice; and this could be possible only if the Act were 

different; it could not be possible if the act were one and the same.—-Why 

so ?—Because in the Zandaka we read that ‘the Jyotistoma is the very 
first of (Soma) sacrifices, and if anyone performs another (Soma) sacrifice 

| without having performed the Jyotistoma, there would be falling into a pit, 

or he would die’ (Tandya-Braé. 16. 1. 2); and this necessity of the pre- 
n vious performance of the Jyotistoma would be. applicable to all cases (if 
the Act were one and the same); and it would not be possible to have 
any uninitiated sacrificer at the Dvddashaha (as every one would, according 

to the Téndya text, have already performed the Jyotigioma). For this 
‘reason also the Act must be different.—[The first text speaks of the pos- 

sibility of- the performer at the Dvddashdha being one who has under- 
gone æ previous initiation, as also of his being one who has not under- 

gone it;—according to the second, Tdndya, text the Jyotistoma is ‘the 
“sacrifice that should be performed first; according to which the per- 
: former of the Dvddashdha or any other sacrifice must always be one who has 
previously performed the Jyotistoma; so that it would never be possible to 

have a sacrificer of the Dvddashdha to be one who has not performed the 

_ Jyotistoma ;—now if the Jyotistoma spoken of in connection with the first 

_ text were the same as the Jyotistoma spoken of in the second text, then there 
should not be any such’ uncertainty regarding previous initiation as has 

been mentioned in ‘the first text; for if the Jyotistoma mentioned in all the 
texts are one and the same, then, according to the second text, in the case 
of all recensional texts, and in’ all cases, the first (Soma) sacrifice to. be- 
3 performed would always be the Tyotigioma, at which the sacrificer will have | 
been already initiated ; so that the contingency of his being uninitiated at — 
z the performance of the Dvddashaha would be impossible ; as it would not be 
possible for the sacrificer of any. other (Soma) sacrifice not. to have already 
performed the Jyotistoma and underarms the initiation i in connection with at. 
—Lantravartika—Trans., p eee n 
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(b) Another text indicative of the same conclusion from a similar 
reason, we have in the following— Yat paksasammitim......védisammityad 
mimoti’ (Maitra-Sam. 3. 4. 8), which mentions the two methods of measuring 
the Ekadushini (a set of eleven sacrificial posts) by the ‘ Paksa’ (Axle) and 


by the“ Vedi? (Altar), and deprecating and rejecting the former, favours — 


the latter; this would be possible only if the Act were different; for if 
the act were one and the game, then it would not be. possible to do the 
measuring, in one «ase, by the ‘ Vedi’ at all—Why so ?—Because the 
readers of one Recension declare that ‘the interstices of the Sacrificial 
Posts should be of the measure of the aksa (axle) of the chariot’ (Tai. Sam. 


6. 6. 4. 1), according to which, at all performances of the act, the measur- _ 


ing would have to be done by the ‘axle’ (as herein declared); and there 
would be no possibility of any measuring being done either by the ‘asle’ 


or by the ‘allar’; so that no favouring or accepting of the measuring 


by the ‘altar’ would be possible. For this reason also the act must be 


different (so that at one the measuring would be done by the ‘ axle’? and 


at another by the ‘altar’). 

(c) Another text indicative of the same conclusion is the following :— 
According to some recensions, we find it declared in connection with the 
Jyotigtoma that ‘there is to be an excess of only twa verses in the chant 
over and ahove tho Virdj’,—while according to other recensions ‘there is 


an. excess of three over and above the Vira)’; there would thus be an 
incongruity if the act of Jyotistoma spoken of in the two taxta were one and. 

. ` the same; on the other hand, if they are two different: acts, then, at one 
` JSyotistoma there would be ‘two’ and at another ‘three’; for this reason ast 


also the Act must be different. E 

(d) Further, in connection with the Sārasvaia sacrifice, wo read that 
‘ the Puroddshins sit down [v. |. fast, ‘ upuvusanti’ | while the Sanndyyins hold 
the calves’; of these the Sdnndyyins are those who have performed pre- 
viously the (Soma) sacrifice, and the Puroddshins are those who have not per- 


formed it; now the presence of both of these at the Sdrasvala would be“ 


possible only if the Sérasvata sacrifice mentioned in the different recensional 
texts were different; for if the Sdrasvata were one and the same, then 
(according to the Taéndya text quoted above) the Jyotistoma will have been 
performed before in all cases (by all the persons concerned in the perform- 
ance of the Sdrasvaia or any other. Soma sacrifice); so that there would be 


no possibility of any such priests being present at the Sdrasvata as have not 


performed a previous Soma sacrifice (i.e. Puroddshins ). 


le) Then. again, in one recension we meet with the text. < ‘Upahavyah- ee 


niruktah, agnistomo. yajno rathantarasimd, ashvah shydvo dakesina? (Tandya- 


Bra, 18.3)’ while i in another we read, ‘ U: pahawyah, aniruktah, wkthyo yajño. 


brhatsamd, ashvah shvéto rukmalaldto daksing’ (whieh is entirely. at: variance 


oe with, the former mentees): if the act (Upahavja), Spolen; of- in these Pere, 
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forming part of its archetype ;—on the other hand, if the two Upahavyas 
are different acts, then the one at which Brhat-siman is used would be 
totally different from that at which the Rathantara-siman is used; hence 
the specification of these in the two texts is- quite right and proper. 

` From all this it follows that the act mentioned in one recensional text 
is different from the same mentioned in another recensional text.” 


SUTRA (9). 


[SrppHinta|—In REALITY, THe ACT IS ONE ONLY, BECAUSE OF. 
THERE BEING NO DIFFERENCE IN (1) CONNECTION, (2) FORM, 
(3) INJUNCTION, AND (4) NAME. 


Bhasya. 


The view that “the act mentioned in one recensional text is different 
from the same mentioned in another recensional text” is not right; because 
as a matter of fact, the act mentioned in all recensional and Brahmana texts — 
is one and the same ;—(1) because there is no. difference in the connection of 
the purpose; i.e. we actually recognise the act to be the same and laid down 
with a view to the same purpose ;—(2) the form of the act also—as consist- 
ing in the Material and the Deity—is the same;—(3) the injunction of | 
- human activity also is found to be exactly the same; and (4) there is no _ 
difference in the name.—Hence the conclusion that the act mentioned i in all : 
the recensional and other texts is one and the same. 


SUTRA (10)... 


TANWER TO. ARGUMENT (1) OF THE Previr ent Teia 
‘COULD BE NO DIFFERENCE BASED UPON- NAME; AS THE 
NAMES BELONG TO THE VEDAS [ACC. TO READING 
‘ CHODANABHIDHANATVAT’] OR, THE NAMES DO 
NOT APPLY TO. THE INJUNCTIONS OF ACTS 
—[Acc. TO READING ‘ ACHODANABHIDHA- 
Natvir’]. 


It has been argued above [ (1) under Sūtra 8] that “the difference of 
the Act is based upon the difference of the names (‘ Kathaka’, ‘ Kdlapaka’ 
“and so forth ]”,;—this has been answered (in the Bhasya under the same 
Siitra) by the argument that the names are those of teste (not acts) :— 
“this answer has been met (by the Pirvapaksin, under the same Sutra) by 
< the argument that hs ‘the ı names are = sotonlly. found to be: applied, to. acts 

also”. fe Ne 

. Now the answer (given i in ‘thie. ‘present: Sūtra) to this argument of the 
` Pirvapaksin is as follows :—The argument propounded does not affect our 
position; because as a matter of fact, it is by reason of its connection with 

the teat that the act is called < ‘ Kathaka? (or * Kalapaka’ etc.),—and it is not 

that it is by reason of its connection. i with the act that the teat is -called _ 


f Bhasya. 
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; : * Kathaka’ (or ‘ Kalapaka’ oh, —~‘ How is this got at ?”—As a matter of 
fact, what we find is that when an act is connected with the text called 
‘ Kéthaka’, it comes to be spoken of as ‘ Kathaka’.—‘* What even if this is 
so?”—-When the Act is called ‘Kathaka’ or ‘KGlapaka’ because it is 
connected with the text Kdthaka or the text Kdélapaka,—then it is possible 
. for one and the same act to be called ‘ Kathaka’, by reason of its connection 
E with the text Kdthaka, and also to be called ‘ Kdlapaka’ by reason of its 
connection with the teat Kälāpaka [so that the application of these names 
cannot prove that the Act must be different]. 


SUTRA (11). 


ALL. ACTS WOULD BECOME ONE ACT [IF THE ACTS WERE REGARDED 
AS DIFFERENT ON THE GROUND OF THE DIFFERENT 
NAMES ‘ KTHAKA’ Ere.]. 


Bhasya. 


If the act mentioned in the Kdthaka recension were to be regarded . : 
as different from the same act mentioned in the Kalapaka recension, on the : 
< ground of these different names ‘ Kathaka’ and ‘ Ka@lapaka’ being applied — 
to the act,—then all those acts would have to be regarded as one and. 
the samo to which any sach single name would be applicable; ies all = ( 
the acts that are called ‘Kathaka’ (by reason of their being spoken of | : ee 
in the Kéthaka recension) would have to be regarded as one and the same; | a 
Bo that the Agnihotra, the Darshapărnamāsa and the Jyotistoma,—to which | 
the single name ‘ Kdthaka’ would be applicable (on the ground of their 
being spoken of in that text)—would have to be regarded as one and the 
game. act, on the ground of the one name being applicable to them all.— — 
Tn reality, however, all these acts are never regarded as one and the same. : 
`- For this reason also, the act (mentioned in one text) must be treated as 
one and the same as that act (mentioned in another tost: 


| SUTRA (12). 
FURTHER, THE NAME IS ONE THAT HAS BEEN coman. d 
Bhasya. : 


Further, the name (‘ Kathaka’, as applied to , the act) kold + only be. one: 

that has been coined in modern. times,—one that did not exist from before, 
but was applied to the particular. recension only since the time of the 

Teacher of the name of Katha who proved himself to be an expert in the. 

: teaching of. that ‘particular recension (See. under Sūtra 1. 1. 30.) Under 
ee the circumstances (if the application of the name were to make the act. 

os different, then) ‘it would come this that the act was: not different before 

bee : (the > appearance of that! the consequent coining. af the name 

: Kaihaka I but it. is j iferan wW — which is absurd | Wd nee 
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‘SUTRA (13). 


[ANSWER TO ARGUMENT (2) UNDER SOTRA 8]}—EVEN THOUGH 
THE AcT BE ONE AND THE SAME, IT MAY HAVE 
DIVERSE FORMS. 


i Bhasya. 


Even when the act is one and the same, there may be diversity in its 
form, if there are texts to that effect. But, if there is such difference in the 
form according to express texts, that does not lead us to regard the act as 
different when they are not actually recognised as different. 


SUTRA (14). 


[ANSWER TO ARGUMENT (3) UNDER SÜTRA 8|]—Tue INJUNCTION 
REGARDING DETAILS PERTAINS TO THE. LEARNING 
OF THE TEXTS. 


Bhäşya. 


‘As regards the argument that ‘there is difference in the particular 


details’, —these different details have been set forth with reference to the 


“mastering of particular texts, and not with reference to the performance of 
the act —* How do you know this ?”—This is clear from the fact that in 
- support of the diversity of details of the Rite, there is neither Direct Asser- 


tion (nor Indicative mark, nor Syntactical Connection, nor Context, nor. 
Position, nor Name) ;—and that it is only found with reference to the study l 


of ths texts, and not to the porformandg: of the rituals: 


SUTRA (15). 
[Says THE opPoNENT]|—* THE REPEATED MENTION \ WILL BE AS IN 
THE CASE oF ‘ ÅGNBYA 
- Bhas; ya. 


lo argument (4) ee Si. 8, the Piroanaketn kas declared the ORI 
gency of needless repetition as a ground for holding the Act to be different ; 
_ the sense of this argument is that-—* in the case of the repeated mention of 


the Agnéya in connection of the Amavas, ya sacrifice (dealt with under Sù; 


i Be. By 27-29) the view that. the. act (Agnéya). should be ‘repeated has been 


Ta rejected on: the ground that it would involve. needless repetition of the same- 


“ach; on. the same ground,, that, it. would involve needless repetition, in the: 
present case also, the view that ‘itis the same. act? should be rejected ?,— 
Now this argument of. the Pūrvapakşin has -got. to. be ‘answered, ~The 
present Shirai is to be token as Toitorsting the » Parompaken argument. 
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SUTRA (16). 


[AnswER]—IN FACT, HOWEVER, THERE IS NO REPETITION, 
AS THERE IS NO DIFFERENCE IN THE METHOD OF 
DECLARATION: 


Bhésya. 


As a matter of fact, there is no repetition at all; it is the same subject 
of Agnthotra that is spoken of again and again by several persons; and 


when several persons speak of the same subject, it is not a case of * Repetti- 


tion’. If it were so in the case of several Vedic texts, it would be so in the 
case of the same subject being spoken of several times in the same Vedie 
text also.—From all ‘this it is clear that there are not several acts in the 
case in question, but only one act. 


[SUTRA (16A) 
BECAUSE OF THE NON-INHERENCE OF TEXTS... 


Tantravartika—This Stitra has escaped the notice of the author of the Bhdaya ; 
what it means is that the texts of several Recensions cannot be retained in the 
memory ‘of a single person. ] 


SUTRA (17). 
Aut THAT IS NEEDED IS NOT PRESENT (IN EVERY RECENSION). 
| | | : | Bhasya. | 
The term applied to the Vedic Recensions is ‘ Shakhé’ (Branch) ; this 


Homas . (offerings mentioned in the several texts) are like so many 
‘branches’, hence called ‘ Shakhd’; so that there are so many parts of the 
- Veda, as there are branches ofthe tree.—‘ Wherein does the similarity to 


z applicable on the basis of this non-presence of dll that is needed. 
For this reason also the Act i is one and the same. 


“SUTRA (1s). 


Waar 18 TAUG YHT (IN. ANY ONE TEXT) Is NOT: TOR ANY ONE 
(crass oF ` Brinmayas) ONLY. 


The A onion mentioned Rathata i text has not bash gajolned fót 


name is applicable to particular recensional texts only on the ground that . 
all that is needed is not present (mentioned) in each of them; so that the 


= Branches lie? ”—The branches are of different shapes and different posi- — 
tions, and no one branch contains all the flowers and fruits of the tree; 
. similarly i in the case in question also, there is no recensional text of the Veda. 
which mentions all the accessories of sacrifices; thus the name ‘ Shakha’ ig 


enjoined for. the followers of the 
wticular person mentioned.—The 
GH are enjoa in any ‘one. text 
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arè meant for all kinds of A gnihotra. - So that the Agnihotra of the follower 


_of the Kdthaka text is also for the follower of.the Taittirīiya text; as there is 


no word or expression that would connect it with any particular class of 


persons only. Hence the conclusion is that all the recensional texts. 


combine to lay down the single act of Agnihotra complete in all its details. 


SUTRA (19). 
THERE IS DECLARATION OF COMPLETION. 
Bhasya. 


People are found to make such declarations as ‘ our Agni is completed at 
this point’, as we find in the following passage—‘ The Agni of those belong- 


ing to the Muitréyani Recension is completed at the Anvarohas—but our 


Agni is not completed at those’.—Now if the ‘ Agni’ of the speaker were 
different from that of the Maitréyanis, how could they say—‘our Agni 
is not completed here’ ?—-The only reasonable view is that the act is one and 


the same, so that the Anvdrohas form’ part of the same act as performed by 


the speakers. 
SUTRA (20). 


[ANSWER TO PURVAPAKSA “ARGUMENTS (5), (6) AND (7) UNDER 
Strra 8|—EVEN IF THE ACT IS ONE AND THE SAME (3), 
‘THE DEPRECATORY DECLARATIONS,’ (6) ‘THE 
INCAPACITY,’ =? (7) ‘THE DECLABATION OF. 
COMPLETION ’ ARE QUITE EXPLICABLE. 


| Bhâsya. 


(5) AS  deprecatory declaration’ is made, not for the purpose of dé. i 
-ing what is deprecated, but for the purpose of glorifying its contrary; so | 


that the deprecation does not necessarily imply the negativing of what is 


deprecated ; what it implies is the afirming of its contrary: So that when 
a. text deprecates that time of the Agnihotva which has been enjoined by 
another text, all that is meant is that the two points of time are optional | 
E i ‘alternatives; ‘and thus there is no incompatibility between the two texts. 


-> (6) As regards people who suffer from ‘incapacity’, they may not be 
able to carry out the entire body of details that are found enjoined in 


even one recensional text; on the other hand, for. those who have the — 


requisite capacity, they may be able to carry out, not only the details laid 


_ down in their own text, but also those laid down in all the texts., This dis- - 
crepancy regarding capacity. therefore is paot incompatible with the view ` 


that, the Act: is one and the: same. 


cA) Lastly, as regards the ‘ eee of déiaplation’, pei make use of 


‘the expression ‘it is finished * (complete) in: regard to an Act, only after 
‘some part of it has been done;.e. 


: hawing peen; : finished’ feomplets). 


at the Ji yotistoma, after the operations. 
of the Adhvaryu have been finished Repple peel of — aS yotelome itself aso 


t 

i 
| 
R 
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SUTRA (21). 
As FOR THE MENTION OF THE OCCASION FOR EXPIATORY RITES ;— 


Bhan Ya. 


It has been argued by the Purvapaksa [argument (8) under Sūtra 5] 
that expiation has to be performed in connection with the Post-sunrise 
Homa, as also in connection with the Pre-sunrise Homa, and that this would 
be incompatible if the act of Homa were one and the same;—and this 
incompatibility ceases if the act is regarded as different.—Now this 
argument has got to be refuted. This Siira is meant to recall the 


Pirvapaksa argument (8). 
SUTRA (22). 


[THE ANSWER Is]—IN REALITY IT (THE EXPIATORY RITE) 
WOULD ALWAYS BE DETERMINED BY THE METHOD 
WITH WHICH THE PERFORMANCE STARTED. 


Bhasya. 


_ Phe term ‘vē’, ‘in reality’, rejects the opponent's view just set forth. 
-—The argument brought forward by the Piérvapaksa has no force against 
us. Uf the performance of the Agnihotra starts with the determination to | 

offer the Homa after sunrise, then the performance becomes defective if the — 

Homa is offered otherwise (i.e. before sunrise); ; and this makes the agent | 
liable to the Expiatory Rite.—This method would be quite ctor even 


with the view that the Act is one and the same. .. 


SUTRA (23). 


i InasmucE AS COMPLETION PRESUPPOSES A BEGINNING, IT WOULD BE 


RECOGNISED IN. ACCORDANCE -WITH WHAT ONE MIGHT KNOW 


Bhasya. 


The term ‘  completion* is ‘used only in connection with what has had a 
beginning ie. it is only what has been begun that is completed ; so that 


- when we have the notion that our «Agni? has been completed, what we 
_ mean is that ‘the act that had been begun i is completed ’. z 


[Or the Sitra might mean that, ‘inasmuch | as all verbal usage is dependent 


: upon its previous acceptance by ‘people, we: could conclude that the ‘ completion ” j 

a spoken of is like what we actually. find to be. As for this practice, we find thateven ; 

. avhen the action has not been completed, as soon as the details mentioned in one» 
-> recension are completed, the Professors 
. vends here’, and hence there is no incompa 

: viene Tamrat, p.917]. 
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SUTRA ( (24). 


N TO ARGUMENT (9a) UNDER go. 8)|—Tue INDICATIVE TEXT IS 
EQUALLY APPLICABLE (TO BOTH VIEWS); BECAUSE WHAT IS 
STATED (REGARDING THE JYOTISTOMA BEING THE VERY 
FIRST SACRIFICE TO BE PERFORMED) APPERTAINS TO 
ALL (RECENSIONAL TEXTS); NOR DOES THE 
TEXT ENJOIN A (JYOTISTOMA) SACRIFICE; 
CONSEQUENTLY THERE WOULD BE AN 
INCONGRUITY IN THE PERFORMANCE 
or THE DvApDASHAHA SACRIFICE. 


Bhasya. 


It has been argued (9) that “the text ‘yadi purd didikedndh, ete., 
indicates the possibility of the sacrifices at the Dvddashaha being performed 


_ by such men as have previously performed the first sacrifice (Jyotistoma), as | 
also by such as have not performed it,—and this would be possible only if the- 
act were different, not if the act mentioned in all the Recensional Texts were.. 


one and the same ”’.—This, however, does not affect our position ; because if 


4 $ the previously initiated Agent may perform the Dvädashäha, then the pre- 
viously uninitiated Agent may also:doit. [That is all that the indicative text 


indicates] —As regards the Sdmaveda (Tandya text quoted by the 
Opponent), it does not contain an injunction of a different Jyotistoma (in 
‘regard. to which it might lay down the character of being the first to be 
performed).—** What, if it is so ?”’—~The Jyotistoma could be referred to (for 
the purpose of laying down the said character of being first) only in a passage 
where it has been enjoined.—So that even under the view that the Act 


is. different. (as mentioned in. different recensional texts), all. Jyotistoma 


- sacrifices would have to be regarded as having the character of being the 
first to be performed ; and hence even under the Pérvapaksa view that the 
Act is liffsrent, the incongruity—in the shape of the presence of uninitiated 

. sacrificers at the performance of the Dvaidashiha—would have to be admitted. 

{so that on this point, both the views, the Parvapaksa and the Siddhdnta, 


stand on the same footing]; Sonay it does not affect the validity of | 


the Siddhanta at all. 
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SUTRA (25). 


[ANSWER TO ARGUMENT (9b) UNDER St. 8]—INAsMUCH as THE 
‘MEASURING’ HAS NOT BEEN ENJOINED IN REGARD TO THE SUB- 
STANCE, THERE CAN BE NO CHOOSING FROM AMONG THE SEV- 
ERAL METHODS (OF MEASURING) :—ONE OR THE OTHER 
MIGHT BE CHOSEN FOR ADOPTION IN THE VARIOUS 
CASES, ON THE GROUND OF (BOTH THE METH- 

ODS) BEING MENTIONED ;—FOR THIS REA- 

SON THE TEXT SPEAKING OF THE TWO 
METHODS SHOULD BE REGARDED AS 
THE MERE STATEMENT OF A STAN- 

DING FACT (THAT THERE ARE 
THESE TWO METHODS 
POSSIBLE). 


- Bhdsya. 


Inasmuch as the measuring. of the substance has not been enjoined. in 


regard to the ‘ Agni’ sacrifice, the rule spoken of cannot be adopted in regard 


to the measuring of the Hkddashini (at the ‘Agni’ sacrifice). As a matter 


of fact, when the Hkadashini itself is not enjoined in regard to the ‘ Agni’, 


how could there be any measuring of it—either ‘by the Axle’ or ‘by the 


< Altar’? | As a matter of fact, both those methods (of measuring) are spoken 
of for the entirely different purpose of leading up to the injunction of the. = 
Ebkéddashini,—the meaning of the entire context being—‘ if the Ekadashini 


were of the size of the Axle, there would be such and such an incongruity, 
while there would be no such incongruity if it were of the size of the Altar, — 


who is to put an end to this doubtful state of things }—[the answer is] that _ 
‘to a single Post, eleven animals should be tied up’ [this last clause embodying ` 
=~ the injunction of what has been called the Lkddashini, to which the state- 


ment of the two methods of measuring is supplementary ].—Now, in connec- 


tion with the Vdchastoma and other acts,—as the declaration of the two ` 


methods of measuring would be a mere statement of a standing fact,—at 


the Yupaikddashini, the interstices in the Posts should have to he of the size. 


of the ‘ axle (aksa) of the chariot’ ;—and again, because of the said declara- 
tion (of the two methods) being a mere statement of a standing fact, even 


though there be no actual measuring, : either ‘by the. Axle? or ‘by the ` 


Altar’, the said statement could be explained. as serving the purpose of 


a leading up to: the injunction. of ‘the Bhadashint ; 3 80. that there is. no 


_ incongruity at all. 


{The Sitra may ae be ccna as 5 follows: 
aot laid down with regard to a substance, 
`- regard to} the e Haqvoring y the Axla Ani 


zH the a by. the Altar’ were 
n there would be no restriction in. < 
h other things, all of which would þe i 
ould. be repugnant: to. the direct © 
riot ’.—In the case in question, l 
gruity. ~Tantravārtika—Trans. a 
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SUTRA (26).- 
[ANSWER TO PURVAPAKSA ARGUMENT (9c) oF 80. 8]—InasmucH 


AS THERE IS INJUNCTION AS WELL AS PROHIBITION, THERE 
WOULD BE AN ‘EXCESS’ IN ONE CASE. 


s Bhäşya. 


-The Sodashi has been enjoined in the sentence ‘ Atiratré grhndti sodashi- 
nam’ ;—it has also been prohibited in the sentence ‘ Natirairé grhnati sodashi- 
nam’. Thus in one case, there would be an excess of two, and in another of 
three, verses over a Virdj. The difference, being thus explemed, ere not 
affect the Siddhānta view., 

Question—‘ Why should there be an excess of iwo or three verses ?™ 

Answer—({a) There is the three-fold Bahispavamdna stotra, which makes 9 
verses ;—(b) there are the fifteen-fold Ajyas, whose number being four, these 
make 60 verses ;—(c) the number of verses in the Midday Pavamdna is 18;— 
these 15, with the original 9. {under (a)], make 24, which, with the 60 [under . 
(b)] make 84 :—(d) there are 4 Prsthas of 17, making up 68, and 17 of the 
Arbhava Pavamāna; thus these being 5 times 17, the number comes to 
be 85;—these 85 with the previous 84, make up 169;—(e) there are 21 
verses in the Yajna-yajniya-stotra, which, along with the said 169,-make up 
- 190 verses ;—so say the Brahmana-texts.— l 


In reference to the Agnistoma only, it has been declared that ‘a com- 


k : E plete Viraj consists of a group of ten verses’. [So far as the Atiratra is. 
concerned, the number of verses in the Stoiras i is as follows :—] 


-B (a) There are the three (additional) rounds of sfotras for the Ukthya, 
o, of 21 verses each, making up the number 63; (b) the (additional) stotra (for 
the) Sodashi has 21 verses; with these 21 we get (63 +21=) 84 (additional) 
verses, .(c) There are three rounds of stofras of 15 verses at the night 
Hetractions, each round containing 4 such stotras ; these make up (3 x 4.x 15=-) 
`- 180 verses, which give us complete: Virajas. (d) There is also the three-fold 
-. Rathantara, the Pafichaséman, which contains 9 verses. Thus a group of 9 
is added. to 84 {under B (a) and (b), excluding the 180 verses of the night- 
extractions, under B (c), because they make up complete Virdjas] (and that 
gives 23, ie. 9x 10+3),. Thus three verses are left: over in these stotras 
after making up Virdjas. When the Sodashi cup is not held (and the 
-correspording stotra not used), we have 21 verses less; and in this case 
_we have 2 verses left over in the chants after making up complete Virajas.. . 
[63; as under B (a) +9, as. under B (d)=72=7 x 10+ 2]. [Consequently there 
is hardly any difference between the Atiratra with the Dogan: and the 
-. Atirdira without: the Sodashin.] 
‘Thus it.is found that the indicative. text quoted is | quite ‘compatible 
: with the Siddhanta view that the Act i is one and the same. 


, [The principal varieties of the: Jyotigtoma are. Agnistoma- -Ukthya, Sodashin 
-and Atiratra, (Ay In: the first ‘thi 
“Extraction of Soma all in day. 


: extractions at night. In the A gnistoma, 5 astotras are used in the morning- 


there are. ‘three. paryayas or rounds of ‘the - es x, 
and in the last there are in. addition Boks 


Siceaotion, 5 in the midday- extraction and only 2 2i in 1 the evening. 1 m the hiya, | : ce 
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l . 

BN the evening extraction has also 5 stotras. The total is 15. In the Sodaahin, there 
is an additional stotra corresponding to the additional Sodashi graha.- In the night- 
extractions of the Atirāira, there are 4x3=12 stotras; and in the day- time the 
Sodashin cup and siotra may or may not be used, Now a stotra is a Sarna-chant 

| based on some verses which are sung with repetition in various groupings. Each 


in the Agniztoma is 190 which is a complete dividend of 10, which is the number of 
syllables in. a pada of the Virāj metre. And as Viraj stands for completion,. 
Agnistoma is thus complete. In the nocturnal rounds, the Atiraitra has got 180 
stotriyas, i.e. 18 complete Virajas, in this peculiar Brahmana-computation; and in 
its Day-rounds, 93 stotriyae with the Sodashin and 82 without; consequently only 
3 or 2 are left over after dividing by 10 (the number of a Viraj line), . There 
is thus the difference of only one (1) and Shabara claims that that is no difference. 


at 
Consequently there is Fa. | 


SUTRA (27). | 
[ANSWER TO PURVAPAKSA ARGUMENT (9d) UNDER St. 8]—In 
CONNECTION WITH THE ‘SARASVATA’, THERE BEING AN 
INCONGRUITY,—THE SENTENCE SHOULD BE TAKEN 
d WITH A CONDITIONAL ‘ WHEN ’, 
| à Bhasya. 
PAPA ee ad - It has been argued [under (9d)] that “ itis possible for both ‘ SUrmayyina” 


such a sacrifice,—at the same Sé@rasvata); hence (for both the Siddhantin 


‘when the: Sdnnayyina also are in the position of Purodashine (as they are at 
the Paurnamasi]; they should sit down (or keep fast), eto. ete.’—[The different 


sha sacrifice, Thus it is that the same per- 


constituent verse of a stora is called a stotriya. Now the total number of stotriyas” 


and ‘ Puroddshins?’ ‘to be present at the Sdrasvata, etc. etc.”"—[Our answer 
to this is that] asa matter of fact, all Soms-sacrifices are preceded by the 
performance of the Jyotisfoma, so that (under both views) there would bean 

- incongruity (in the presence of those who have not performed a previous >- 
sacrifice—i.e. the Purodashins,—along with those who have not. performed © 


and the Parvapaksin) it is necessary to add the conditional ‘ yada? (‘ when’) 
to the sentence. (quoted by the Pirvapaksin), which has to be explained ae 


" secrificers arethusa found to. be mentioned vad with & view: to dalonting, the l 


©, spate, at tho Pawenaméit: E 
as: Purodãsha is the material used at the 

e performers at the Amdvasya performance ` 
Use: Sannayya (curd-milk) is. the. material: oe 


connection with the: Darsha D 
onnection with the Päurnamāsa = 
ving performed, or not: performed, 


str ae ET NIC Be OE SUES 


across acre inde ere one RTE 
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SŪTRA (28). 
AS REGARDS THE ARGUMENT THAT “AT THE ‘ UPAHAVYA’, THE TWO 


SAMANS WOULD COME IN BY TRANSFERENCE (FROM THE 
ARCHE-TYPE) ” ,— 
Bhäşya. 

It has been argued by the opponent [under (9e)] that “at the Upahavya, 
the Brhat-Saman and the Rathantara-Saman would come in from its Arche- 
type itself, in the event of the Upahavya being one and the same; so that in 
that case, a separate injunction of the Säman would be entirely superfluous ”. 
—This argument has got to be refuted.—The present Sütra is only for the 
purpose of recalling the previous argument (of the Purvapaksin). 


SUTRA (29). 7 
[THE ANSWER IS THAT] IN REALITY, THE REPETITION SERVES THE 
PURPOSE OF POINTING OUT FURTHER DETAILS. 
| Bhasya. - 
The sentence quoted serves the purpose of pointing out further details, 
—the construction being—‘ if Rathaniara is the Sdman sung, then the sacri- 


ficial fee should consist of the white horse,—if Brhat is the Séman sung, the 
- sacrificial fee should consist of the Horse with golden forehead. 


SUTRA. (30). 
‘Tae VEDA ALSO POINTS TO THE SAME IDEA (OF THE ACT BRING 
ONE AND THE SAME). 


Bhasya. 
i the Act: mentioned in all Recensions were not one ‘and the same,— 
then, how could the act be enjoined in one Recension and ‘ite: details laid 
down in another? For instance, (a) the Maitrayani Recension does not 


mention the Samid and other Praydjas, and yet it speaks of its details in the. 


sentence ‘Riavo vat praydjah samaniya hotavydh’ [Mai. Sam. 1. 4. 12; see 
C: Shata. Bra, 1. 5. 31].—(b) Similarly, in certain Recensions the manira for 

picking up the stone, beginning with the words ‘ Kufarurasi’ [Mai. Sam. 
-ORL 6], is not mentioned, and yet even in those Recensions we find the 
assertion—‘ Kukkutosityashmanamupadaité, Kutaruraséit vd.—From all this 


we conclude that ib is one and the same act (spoken of in the several 


Heoonsions). 
SUTRA en. 
[Osmonga Bor, ‘THERE BEING DISTINCT ORDERS OF PROCEDURE 
LAID DOWN IN EACH RECENSION, ‘THE INJUNCTION IN 
` EACH ‘SHOULD BE TAKEN as DISTINCT.” 


lia. man Tolosa up the ‘Injunotions laid down in Recensions other : - 


than his own, he must. mutely act against: what is. enjoined in his own 


Ee 
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Recension; for this reason, the act mentioned in the other Recensions 
should be taken as different.” 


SUTRA (32). 

[ANSWER]—~As THERE IS NO CONNECTION WITH ANY INCOMPATIBLE 
PROCESS, THE ACT IS TAKEN AS ONE AND THE SAME ; 
HENCE ALL THE INJUNCTIONS BEARING UPON 
HAT ACT SHOULD BE TAKEN AS 
AFFORDING INFORMATION 
ABOUT THAT SAME 

Aor, 


Bhasya. 


Our answer to the objection is as follows:—Lf£ we take the Act men- 
tioned in all Recensions as one and the same, there is no connection with any 
incompatible process; as a matter of fact, there can be no conflict between 
Order and Syntactical Connection; as Order is the weaker and Syntactical 
Connection is the stronger of the two ;—and that all that is laid down in the 
various Recensions has to be taken together and acted up. to (in the 


performance) is what is indicated by Syntactical Connection [while the Order 


of procedure is a matter of Order, which is weaker than Syntactical Connec- 
e tion], 


From all this it becomes established that one and the same Acti is laid 


l down i in all Recensional and all Brähmaņa texts. 


End of Pada iv of Discourse II. 


End of Discourse II. 


EEEE 


DISCOURSE IIL. 
AUXILIARIES. 
PADA L. 


ADHIKARANA (1): Declaring the Subject-maiter of the 
Discourse. 


SUTRA (1). 
Now THERE (FOLLOWS) AN ACCOUNT OF AUXILIARIES. 
3 Bhasya. 


[For a different explanation of the term ‘ shésalaksana’—see Tantravartika— 


-o Trans., pp. 921-923,—where it is shown that the term may be taken as standing for 


_ all the rest of the Stras, i.e. Discourses ITI-XIT, all of which deal with matters 
auxiliary to Dharma, and as.such are included under the term ‘shésalakeana’.] 
{Immediately after the treatment of the subject of the Differentiation of Acts, 


ae it becomes necessary to treat of the ‘auxiliary character’, because the due con- 


sideration of all other questions of Motive, etc., dealt with under Discourse IV et. 


_ seg. is dependent upon the question of Tere character’ —Tantravartika— 
“Trans., p: 924.] . 


. Tho account of ‘Different. Acts’. has bed finished : next we shall deal 


with the account of the ‘ Auxiliary’ [where we shall deal with the following l 


` questions]—What is an ‘auxiliary’ ? For. what reason is something an 


 feuxiliary’? In what way is it used ? It will be pointed out that * Direct . i 
Assertion’ and others are the means by which the use of the Auxiliary is. 
determined ; the relative strength of these means will be discussed ; and also. 


other matters relating to and arising out of these subjects. 


ADHIKARANA (2): [Definition of ‘ Ausiliary’), 
SUTRA (2). 


-Tas AUXILIARY IS AN ‘AUXILIARY’ BECAUSE IT SERVES THE 
PURPOSES OF ANOTHER. 


Bhasya. 


In this Sūtra we have the definition of the Auxiliary, and also the state- 
~ ment of the grounds on which it is an ‘auxiliary’ ;—both these are pointed 
out here. The definition is that ‘that which helps another is called auzil- 
dary’; for instance, when people help others, they say, ‘in this matter we 
are auxiliaries’. 

Objection—*' In some cases, even the Principal Factor also helps añoilier ; 
e.g. though the Teacher is the Principal person at the institution, yet he 
helps his pupils by imparting intellectual and moral instruction.” 

Answer—tIt is true that the Principal Factor sometimes helps others; but 
-we call that thing ‘ Auxiliary’ which exists entirely for helping others; 
such for instance as the ‘born slave’ who is purchased for the sole purpose- 
of working for the master, and the ox is purchased only for the purpose of 
carrying loads for the master. 
. “But the master also, when making provision for the bora slave, would 


(by that act be helping him and thus) become subservient (auxiliary) to 
him, [So that even the born slave cannot be said to exist entirely for — 


helping others.]”’ 

Tt is not so, we reply; because even when making provision for the 
slave, the master subserves his own purpose; the help accrues to. the slave 
only because the master’s own interests are inseparably bound up with the 
well-being of the slave. Similarly in the case of making provision for the 
Ox. So what we call an ‘auxiliary’ is that whioh P and apao Itet 
exists for another. 


: Objection—“ What is it that has already been dealt. with before, nder e 


the Sūtra 2. 1. 8, where it has been stated that— those that are meant to be 
productive of a material substance are to be regarded as subsidiary’? 
[That is to say, under the Suara quoted, the subsidiary character having | 
Seen already explained, why should the same matter be taken up again ?]”” 
--Answer—Under . that Stira, what was. shown was that those verbs 
which ‘spoke of acts bringing about visible: results cannot be regarded as. 
- serving any transcendental purpose; while under the, deel ees ‘we “have l 
the RITE of all kinds of: Avuwiliaries, — EBB es hee 


P Sacrifice i is not. ‘auxiliary’ to anything.—As regards the Result, that also is: 


a to: whether: the: Heaven ig for the Agent himself or- for someone else ; 
the term used in. the: text: is. 


ADHIKARANA (3) 7 [Enumerating Auxiliaries. | 


SUTRA (3). 
“(Tae «AUXILIARY CHARACTER’ BELONGS] TO SUBSTANCES, 
PROPERTIES AND PREPARATIONS”’,—SAYS BADARI. | 
: Ñ, i 
Bhasya. | 


The teacher Bädari has opined that the term ‘ auxiliary’ can be applied 
. only to Substances, Properties and Preparations,—not to Sacrifices, Results 
and. Agents.—(a) The Substance serves the purposes of the Act; if the Act i is 
to be done for a purpose, it must be accomplished. by means of a substance ; 
—no Act can be accomplished without a substance ;—therefore for the ac- 
complishment of the Act, a substance has to be found out ;—thus Substance 
serves the purposes of the Act.—(b) The Property serves the purpose of 
distinguishing the particular substance that has been enjoined ;—there is 
need for such distinguishing of it,—as it is only a particular qualified sub- 
. stance that can be the means of accomplishing an act ;—thus the Praperty 
also helps the Act though the substance, and this ‘serves the purposes’ of 
the Act.—(c) The Preparation is that. on the. accomplishment. of which a. 
: certain thing becomes fit for some purpose ;—this also ‘serves: useful — 
` purpose’ in the accomplishment of an Act; so that this also ‘serves the 
purposes of another’. Thus it is that Substances, Properties, and Prepara- 
-tions.are ‘ auxiliaries’ inasmuch as they serve the purposes of another. 
Sacrifices, Results and Agents are not auxiliaries.—The Sacrifice is to be 
a performed by the Agent, and when: that has been performed, here is- 
‘ss nothing else to be done by him.. The purpose of the Agen s - 
ance of the sacrifice itself, as for the other things, substane pi 
they serye the purposes of the sacrifice and are ‘auxiliary’ thereto; the o 
‘sacrifice itself is not: performed. for accomplishing anything (to which it 
could be ‘auxiliary’); as the Result also is not brought about by. the. 
sacrifice, the fact. being that when the sacrifice is performed, the Result. 
- comes by itself;—from the Veda also all that we know is. that ‘the: Result. 
comes about when the: sacrifice i is-performed ’, and there are no. words to the 
effect’ that ‘the Result is: brought. about by the Sacrifice Thus the. 


not. enjoined i in reference to the Agent ;—all that the: text of the Veda Says 
“o ist one who desires Heaven should perform the sacrifice’ y it. ‘says nothing : as 


svargakamali’, ‘desirous of heaven’; and. 
‘one becomes ‘ desirous of heaven’ merel by having a desire for ‘Heaven ;- i 
chenée Heaven. (the Result) 
: Agent ; ;—hence the: Result. al 
the ‘Reault. nor the: Saorifice i is en 
ee, could the Paes bee: Whe ee 
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to the Act (Sacrifice), because he is & ‘substance > (not because he is the 
‘ Agent”). ee s 

For these reasons, Badari has opined that the auailiary character belongs 
io Substances, Properties and Preparations only. 


SUTRA (4). 
ACTIONS AS ALSO (ARE ‘ AUXILIARY’), BECAUSE THEY SERVE THE 
PURPOSE OF THE RESULT,—SAYS JAIMINI, 


Bhasya. 


The Teacher Jaimini however has held that Actions also are auxiliaries ; 
he did not, like Badari, hold that the auxiliary character is restricted to the - 
three aforesaid things only. What Jaimini saw was that the Sacrifice is 
enjoined, not as something to be accomplished (in itself), but as a means of 
accomplishing the Result, for one who desires that Result; it is only when 
thus taken that what is directly enjoined in the texts becomes followed; and 
there can be no doubt as to the Injunction serving a useful purpose. This 
same idea is going to be further supported by the Sütras themselves, under 
Discourse VI; ‘all that is done here is that the idea that < actions serve to 
accomplish Results’ being accepted as established (under Discourse VI), it 
is shown that the Action is ‘auxiliary’ (to the Result).—Thus it is clear that È 
there can be no such restriction as that ‘Substances, Properties and | 

Preparations only are auxiliaries’,—the Sacrifice also being ‘auxiliary’ 
-to the Result, 


SUTRA (5). 


THe RESULT ALSO (IS AN ‘AUXILIARY ’), AS IT IS FOR THE 
PURPOSE OF THE AGENT. 
. Bhasya. 

The Result also is declared with reference to the Agent; the meaning 
of the Injunction is that ‘the sacrifice is to be performed by a person 
who desires that Heaven may become his’,—and not that ‘the Heaven 
_ should obtain itself’ ;—that such is the meaning is clear from the use of the 
Atmanépada ending (in the injunctive word ‘yajéia’, ‘should sacrifice’), 
which ending is used only when the Result of the act is meant to accrue to 
the Agent ;—so that the sacrifice is performed in order that the Agent may 
‘experience (enjoy) the Result. Thus the conclusion is that the Result is 
asserted as following from the Sacrifice for the sake of the Agent, and not 
merely. for its own accomplishment. ‘Thus ane Hosult gine is an ‘auxiliary 


SUTRA. ©). 


Tae AGENT ALSO (IS AN | ‘ AUXILIARY y, AS HE IS FOR THE 
| : PURPOSE: (OF THE LOTION. : Ce 


as an auxiliary to such acts as 
5 to. be of the * height of the ; 


TRL The gout a aici is round to" nt 
the me aswring ofa the Udumbara Post (whi 
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Agent).—Thus there can be no such restriction as that Substances, Properties 
and Preparations alone can be ‘ auxiliaries’. 


On the subject-matter of this Adhikarana, the revered Vritikdra has 
come to the following conclusion :—In relation to the Sacrifice, it is only 
Substances, Properties and Preparations whose ‘auxiliary character’ is 


absolute [these alone are such as are always ‘auxiliary’ to the Sacrifice]; the | 


‘ auxiliary character’ of the others (Actions, Results and Agents) is only 
relative [they are both Principal and Auxiliary]; for instance, the Sacrifice 


(Action) is ‘Principal’ in relation to the Substance, but ‘auxiliary’ to the. 


Result; the Result is ‘Principal’ in relation to the Sacrifice, but ‘ auxiliary’ 
to the Agent ;—and the Agent is ‘Principal’ in relation to the Result, but 
‘auxiliary’ to acts like the Measuring of the Udumbara Post.—Thus then, the 
Restriction of the auxiliary character to Substances, Properties and Prepara- 
‘tions (as held by Badari) is quite right, as in relation to the Sacrifice, 
Substances, Properties and Preparations are always ‘auxiliary’. 


teen EN E 
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ADHIKARANA (4): Preparatory Acts like ‘ Nirvapana’ are 
applicable to definite things, according to the wget 
purpose served by tbe. 


SUTRA (7). 
THEY ARE CONNECTED WITH A DEFINITE PURPOSE. 
Bhasya. 


[The ‘ auxiliary character’ having been defined, we now proceed to consider the 
manner in which the euziliaries are employed in actual practice. The present 
Adhikarane deals with the employment of Preparations, followed by that of Sub- 
stances, Objects or Implements in Adhikarana 5, and of Properties in Adhikarana 7] 


There are the two sacrifices of the Darsha-Pirnamdsa enjoined in the 


text ‘ Darshapirnamasdbhyim svargakémo yajéta’;—and in connection — 


with these the following accessory details are found mentioned—(a) Nirta- 
pana (Pouring out), Proksana (water-sprinkling), and Avahanana (threshing) 
and so forth, in relation to. grains;—({b) Utpavana (clarifying), Vilapang 
(melting), Grahana (holding) and Asddana (placing) and so forth, in relation to 


Butter ;—(c) Shakhaharana (Fetching of Twigs), Gavadm-prasthdpana (Fetching 
_ of the Cows), Gavdm-prasndvana (making the cows yield milk) and so on, in es 
relation to the Sénndyya(Curd-milk). [All these details are of the nature of o 


< Preparation ’, Samshdra. ] 


In regard to these there arises the question—are all these details to be ee a t 
performed in connection with all the three kinds of substances—Grains, 


Butter, and Curd-milk? Or are they to be performed only where they, may 
serve a useful purpose ? 


-Objection to the question :—“ As a matter of fact, the preparatory details. 


referred to are always found mentioned along with definite substances—e.g. 
the text ‘ Vrikinavahanti’ (speaks of the Threshing as to be done to the 


Vrihi Corn), ‘ Tandulan pinasti” (speaks of the Pounding as to be done to the 


Husked Grains). So that there can be no room for any such doubt as finds 


-placein the Question [as none of the Preparatory Details is ever found men- 


tioned except in connection with a definite substance.]” 


The answer to this is that it is true that they are found to be spoken of : 


as connected with definite substances; but the fact of the matter is that while 
the details like Threshing are. spoken of by Direct Assertion (through such 
words as ‘avahanti’), their connection with the substances like Vrihi is 
indicated only by Syntactical Connection (of the verb ‘ avahanti’ with the word 


‘ urthin’); [so that the general applicability. to all substances of the. Thresh- 
img is more authoritative than its special application to the: Vrihi eorn only. ] 


—Thus there is room for the doubt. expressed i in the Question. 


On. this question, the view that. appears l to be most reasonable is. that : 
: urpose mh artha? stands for t prayojana, n 


“a ‘thes are connected with a defini 
- purpose that is, the, proparato 
_ being performed, they serve a us 
- Pratama teprending: a. can ser 


See ce i SIE sp Bara Se ae nag Arce ete ere PAE eS TT ete p iE in Rate + eed eee st 
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Butter and Curd-milk; and hence they are not to be done to those sub- 
stances; similarly acts like Utpavana (clarifying) are not to be done to 
Grains or Curd-milk; and acts like Fetching the Twigs are not to be done — 
‘to Butter and Grains—“But we actually find it directly declared that ‘all 
are to be done to all? ”.—We do not yet know whether they are so declared 
or not; in fact, ‘this is exactly what we have got to consider.—But even if 
they were so declared, they should not be done where they serve no useful 
purpose. 

[As against this pidtiminary statement of the ‘Siddhanta, we have the 
following Pirvapaksa.|— 


SUTRA (8). 
[PŪRVAPAKŞA]—“ WHAT IS ENJOINED SHOULD PERTAIN TO ALL 
THINGS, BECAUSE IT IS EQUALLY: CONNECTED WITH ALL, 
AND BECAUSE THERE IS NO DIFFERENCE OF 
CONTEXT ” 
“What we have to say in answer to the above statement is as follows :. 
If an act were one recognised as to be done, only on the basis of an implica- 
< tion (e.g. the employing of unhusked rice being laid down, it implies the 
doing of the act of threshing for the husking),—then such an act would 
naturally be performed only in cases where it could serve a useful purpose. 


The preparatory rites under consideration, however, are such as are all 


directly enjoined; so that it is not that those should. be performed’ only 


where they serve a visible purpose ;—where then ?—wherever they are 


enjoined; and the acts in question are recognised to be such as are enjoined 
in all cases.—How so ?—Because tt is equally connected with all, and because 
there is no. difference of Context; that is to say, (a) all things—Butter, 
Grains and Curd-milk—are equally connected with, or related to, the 
Apūrva (Transcendental Result of the main Act), in the relation of cause — 
and effect; ie. in all these cases, wherever the acts are done, they are 
‘recognised. as done for the bringing about of the Transcendental Result ;— 
(b) secondly, the Context also is the same, being enjoined in which, therefore, 
the details become recognised as enjoined for all the substances.—From 
these two reasons it follows that all the acts in question are to be done to 
-all the substances.—As for the argument that all the acts do not serve useful 
purposes in connection with all substances,—our answer is that, on the 
strength of the injunction itself, they have to be regarded as serving useful 


purposes with all substances ;—this ‘ purpose’ may be of an invisible (trans- 
cendental) character.” 


, ‘sOTRA (9). 
ae [Simonina] Waren THERE IS NO USEFUL PURPOSE (ro BE SERVED), 
- THERE SHOULD BE NO ACTION. 
<0 Bhasya. = i | 
Tt is iot Tight that all ihe acts should: be done to all the dubstanded j - 


in fact, acts do not deserve to be performed in cases where they sue not 
serve any useful purpose,—ae y we have ey Paoa : 
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Says the Opponent—‘ But on the strength of their Injunction itself, 
they should be taken as serving a useful purpose in all cases.” 


Certainly not, we reply. [For reasons detailed in the following Sūtra.] 


SUTRA (10). 

AS A MATTER OF FACT, THE RESULT ALWAYS APPEARS ALONG WITH 
THE OPERATION ; IF THERE WERE NO (VISIBLE) RESULT, THEN 
ALONE COULD THIS ABSENCE (oF RESULTS) JUSTIFY AN 
ASSUMPTION ON THE BASIS OF WHAT IS 
EXPRESSED BY THE WORDS. 


Bhasya. 


= In fact, there is no such Injunction as would justify the performance of 

all the acts with all the substances ;—nor do we perceive any useful purpose 

(served by all in all cases) by Sense-perception or by any other means of- 

cognition. As for Presumption, that also would be necessarily operative (in: 

justifying the assuming of purpose) only in a case where there is a distinct 

Injunction in actual words,—in no other case; that is to say, when as a 

matter of fact, we know that such acts as Prathana (Spreading out), when ' 

ae . performed ever Butter and Curd-milk, serve no visible purpose, we ae 

3 could be justified in presuming an invisible purpose, only if, without such a | 

fis presumption, the injunction of those acts in that particular context: were ee 

` found to be unjustifiable (meaningless) ;—as a matter of fact, those acts _. 

have to be enjoined in connection with Grains, in connection: with which - 
visible results in the form of unhusking and the like are found to appear ` 
along with the operation—of threshing and the like;—there is need too pears a ee 
for this unhusking, as without it, the Cake could not be prepared. Such I: 

l 


being the case, the injunction of the act in question in the Context is found 
to serve a useful purpose. Thus then, when the injunction of the Act is 
found useful in connection with Grains, there can be no ground for ‘pre- 
suming an invisible Result (as resulting from the performance of the act. 
in question over Butter and Curd-milk). Hence no such invisible result He 
can be presumed.—lIf in the case of the threshing done to the Vrthi, no such = 
visible result as the preparation of the Rice (by unhusking) were found. to 
appear, then, in the absence of such a result, we might take the purpõse >` 
served to consist in what is spoken of by the words of the text, irrespectively _ 
of any visible Result; so that an invisible result might be taken as. following ae 
` from the act (of Threshing) as done to the Butter and the Ourd-milk [solely De eas 
on the basis of the fact that these substances: also are mentioned in ‘the: same. Des 
or Hive all this it follows that acts like Prathana A Spreag rat) & are aa 


done with it; these originative t 


Apurearaya (5): Implements like <Sphya’ have their 
employment restricted in accordance with their 
connections. 


SUTRA (11). 


. ON ACCOUNT OF ITS CONNECTION WITH THE ORIGINATIVE TEXT, THE 
IMPLEMENT SHOULD BE TAKEN AS ENJOINED FOR THE PURPOSE 
OF THAT (WHICH IS MENTIONED IN THAT TEXT). 


Bhasya. 


There are the Darshapirnamdasa sacrifices, in connection with which we 
read—‘ (1-2) Sphyashcha, Kapdlani cha, (3-4) Agnihotrahavani cha, Shir- 
pañcha, (5-6) Krenijinaticha, Shamyd cha, (7-8) Ulikhalaticha, Musa- 
laficha, (9-10) Drsachcha, Upala cha—étani vai dasha yajiiayudhani’ [where 
Sphya ‘and the rest are laid down. as the ‘ten sacrificial implements ’] 
~ (Taitti. Sarn. 1. 6, 8. 3). 


ho In regard to these there arises the question—Are these implements | 
. p enjoined here for the doing of everything that can be done with them ? Or 


_ for doing that only in connection with which they are mentioned ? 
On this we have the following Pirvapakea :—‘‘ They are enjoined here 


for the doing of anything and everything that can be done with them ;— 


why ?—because it is only thus that the injunctions serve & useful purpose; 


otherwise they would be mere references serving no useful purpose. . Further, 


the circumstance that ‘ there i is no. difference of Context’ applies equally to 
all ‘things. Lastly, the fact that: they are called ‘ sacrificial implements’ 


shows that they are all equally connected with the ‘sacrifice’ From all a 


this it follows that all the implements are to be used in all cases.” 


Against | this Pirvapaksa, we have the following Siddhanta :—* Da 


account of its connection with the originative text, the Implement should os 
taken ae enjoined for the purpose of that which is mentioned in that text? 

‘Le. when an act is spoken of in the originative text, as connected sii aR an 

‘Implement, that act should be done with that Implement; e.g. the origin- 
ative text being (1) « Sphyéna uddhanti’ (Digs up with the Sphya), where 

the indication of Syntactical Connection is that the Sphya is to be used. for 


doing - the ‘Digging,—it follows that the Digging is not to bé done by any . 

: other implement save the Sphya. ‘If this view is accepted, then, the using 

. of the. Sphya having heen. enjoined in this same. text, its mention in the. 
k sentence ‘ Sphyashcha Kapélani cha, ete.” _ would be. a mere reference to it. 


`- for the purpose of asserting that ‘ these are the ten sacrificial implements,’— 


In this way the mention of eac! ‘the implements would be a. reference 
to it as enjoined in the originat 


: ( t Bakes on the Pans "x (3) “Agnihotrahavanyā havīimsi nirvapati’ (‘ Pours the 


ext laying down the action to be- 
being—(2). ‘ Kapalesu shrapayati. 


| 


| 
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grains with the Agnihotrahavani’), (4) ‘Shirpéna vivinakti’ (‘Separates 
the husks with the winnowing basket’), (5) ‘Krendjinamadhastat ulükhalasyā- 
vasirpäti’ (‘Spreads the antelope-skin under the mortar’), (6) ‘Shamydyam 
drsadupadadhati’ (‘Places the lower pounding stone on the Shamyd 
stick’), (7-8) ‘Ulikhalamusalabhyam avahanti’ (‘Husks the grains with 
mortar thestle’), (9-10) ‘ Drsadupalabhydim pinasti” (‘Pounds with the two 
stones’).—It is only through Context that all the Implements would 
be indicated as to be used for all the acts, while through Syniactical Oon- 
nection the use of each becomes restricted to the act along with which it is 
mentioned in the originative text.—As for the term ‘ Yajfidyudha’ (‘ Sacri- 
ficial Implements’), which may be taken as laying dawn the use of the 
implements by means of this common term, the indication of this also 
would be set aside (by what is indicated by the particular originative texts) ; 
because a particular injunction by a general statement is only indirect, while 
a particular injunction by a particular statement is direct.—From all this it 
becomes established that each of the Impleménts is to be used only for that 
particular act with which it is connected in the originative text. 


PAEA SES BARE STRESS: 


ERS 


SEER RE 


Apuiarana (6): Properties like ‘Redness’ are restricted, 
not mixed up. 
SUTRA (12). 

WVHEN TAE SUBSTANCE AND THE PROPERTY SERVE THE SAME PUR- 


POSE, THEY HAVE THE SAME FUNCTION; AND HENCE THERE 
SHOULD BE RESTRICTION. 


Bhasya. 


. With reference to the Purchase (of Soma) at the Jyotistoma, we have the 
text— Arunayd pingaksya thahdyanya somam krinati’ (cf. Taitti, Sarh, 6.1. 
6.7) [‘ One purchases Soma with a tawny-eyed and one-year-old (cow), which 
is red’, where ‘arunayad’, ‘red’, stands for the property, and the other two 
terms stand for the substance, animal. There are other texts such as— 
‘Ajaya krindit’ (‘Purchases it with the she-goat’), ‘ Vdsasd krindti’ 
(«Purchased with the cloth’), and so forth]. 
In regard to this, there arises the following question :—Does the property 
‘of Redness go with the entire context (qualifying all that is mentioned in 


_ the Context)? Or does it go with the one-year-old cow only, and that too 
_. in connection with the act of Purchasing only ? 


Objection to the question—*< Why should there be any such doubt when 


- the connection of ‘redness’ with the. T is clearly Baprsceed by the 


| words ‘ arunayd krindti’ 2” 

Answer—All that the word expresses is s that the unsubstantial (shapeless) 
property. ‘of Redness is the instrument of the act (of Purshase);--this: fact 
being expressed by the third case-ending in the term ‘arunayd’ expressing 
instrumentality; and yet no unsubstantial object can ever be the means of 
accomplishing an act;—hence it would seem to us that the property of 

Redness has no connection with the act of Purchasing; and yet it is not 
~ likely that an authoritative text would assert what is impossible ;—there may 
be all this supposition in our mind. With the notion that some sort of 
. connection might be possible (between the Redness and the Purchasing), there 
arises 1 dsire to search out some way of making the text yield some sort 
of a valid cognition;. while pondering over this, if we can find some 

capacity (in the Redness) tobe connected with the act (of Purchasing), then, 
on the basis of the two words being syntactically connected, we shall apply 
the Redness to the act of Purchasing only ;—if, on the other hand, ‘even 

though looking out with all due care, we cannot find any way of making a 


connection between the two possible, then, we shall admit a syntactical split ` 


and connect the Rédnese with. the. entire Context. For thèse. TEAEPRE,, the 


oe Gestion that has been raised is deserving of full consideration. 


On this question we have the following Pirvapaksa: pe 
“The property of Redness is connected with the entire Context 5 cghy ? 
because a is equally c connected with the whole (all. that. is. mentioned in the 


eaii 
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Context) and because there is no difference of Context [the same reasons that 
have been put forward by the Purvapaksa under St. 81.—‘ Syniactical Gon- 
nection being more authoritative than Context, the Redness should be con- 
nected with the act of Purchasing only’.—Such is not understood to be the 
sense of the text; not even a hundred texts could lay down what cannot 
be done; if.one were to say ‘Burning should be done with Water and 
wetting should be done with Fire’,—could he ever be regarded as making 
a reasonable statement? In fact, no unsubstantial thing can ever be the 
means of accomplishing an act. It is for this reason that no connection 
between the words ‘arunayd’ and ‘krindti’ being possible, the two cannot 
he taken as syntactically connected.” 


Objection (to the above Piurvapaksa-reasoning)—The word ‘arunaya’ 


(‘ked? } does not denote property, it denotes the substance ;—how 7— 


because it is in the Feminine Gender; it is only particular substances (objects) 
that are either Feminine or Masculine or Neuter; and the Feminine end- 
ing is appended to that noun-base which denotes a female substance; and it 
is a Feminine ending that we find in the term ‘ar unayd’ (red) ;—hence we 
conclude that this term denotes a substance. i 
Answer (given by the Pārvapaksin)—“ This is not right; when a certain 
substance is characterised by the property of redness, then alone it becomes 


capable of being spoken of as ‘aruna’ (red); if that same substance were. 


characterised by a property other than redness, it could not be spoken of as 


‘aruna’;—thus then, while the term ‘ aruna’ is inseparable from the | 
property of redness, it is not so inseparable from the subsiance ;—hence it 
follows that it is the property that is denoted by the term‘aruna’. Thus 
the fact of the term denoting a property is perceived directly, while the. 
fact of its denoting. a substance could only be got at through Inference | — 


in the form—‘ Because the noun-base in the word arynaya has taken the 


Feminine ending, therefore. it must denote a substance’ ;—Direct Perception ; 


is always more authoritative than Inference;—for this reason the term 
‘arunaya’ must be taken as denoting the property. — How then is the 
presence of the Feminine ending to be accounted for ?’—-Words. denoting 


properties also take the Feminine Gender; for instance, just as we have the 


expression (a) ‘arund buddhih’ or (b) (v.l) ‘karund buddhih’ [where the 


substance, Buddhi is spoken of as having the property of redness, and the- 


word ‘arunda’, which denotes the property, is in the Feminine Gender,—(d) 
or in the other reading, the substance, Buddhi, is spoken of as having the 
"property of compassion, and the word ‘ karuna’ denoting that property takes 

the feminine ending],—in the same “manner we may account for the 
ra Feminine Gender of the word ‘ aruna "(in £ arunaya’ > in the sentence under 
< consideration).—-And if the word denotes a property; then it cannot be 
connected with. the act. of Purchasing.—Consequently, we must have re- 
course to syntetioel pelik, and 
text. ies 


Says the ‘Objector (to the P Ü spake = i F the Redness’ is not pounetied: a | 


ah swith: the act. of Purchasing, it « can ‘be conn ated with | the. other term in 
the. same: sentence, ‘ ohana ? 
pee nyatastieal, s 


onnect the, term. with the < entire Con: i 


naz ys 80. fhat there would be Wee 


348 l Nene 


The Pairvapakgin answers—** That cannot be; what the term ‘aruna’ 
denotes is the Property only, not the Property and the Substance both,—while 
the term ‘ékahdyani’ denotes the substance only, not the substance along 
with a property ;—under the circumstances, how could we recognise any 
connection between the two in the absence of the Genitive ending ?” 

The Opponent to the Purvapaksin says—Even in the absence of the 
Genitive ending, we can regard the two terms (‘ arunayd’ and ‘ ékahdyanyd ’) 
ag co-extensive (in apposition), by reason of both having the same case- 
ending; just as we do in the case of the expression ‘nilam utpalam’. 

The Pūrvapaksin replies—‘ This is not possible; in fact, by its very 
form (and nature) the term ‘aruna’ denotes a property, while its co- 
extensiveness with the term ‘ekahdyani’ (one-year-old) can only be 
assumed through a Syntactical Connection based upon the fact of the two 
words (‘arunaya’ and ‘ ekahdyanyd’) having the same case-ending, and 
also upon the proximity of the term ‘ ekahdyani’ ;—and Syntactical Connec- ` 
tion cannot be more authoritative than Indicative Power; hence what has- 
- been just said is not right.” 

The Opponent of the Pérvapaksin urges the following argument :— 
When it is found that a word, if taken merely as denoting a property, is in- 
capable of being connected with any other word,—then, in order to guard 
against. the word being uninstructive and hence useless, it is taken as 
denoting 'a substance; and under these circumstances, it comes to be syn- 
tactically connected with some other term (like ‘ ékahdyani’) which is in close — 
proximity to it, and has also the same case-ending as the word itself,—and 
hence co-extensive with it, It is in this same way that we have such 
| expressions as nilam utpalam’ —The case with the word ‘ arunaya’ is exactly 


Tike this; if it is taken in its own sense (as denoting property), it becomes. 


dissociated from the sentenée and ceases to have any sense at all even in 


the ‘entire Context.—Why so?—For the same’ reason that it cannot be 


. eonnected with the act of purchasing,—-namely, the reason that y hati is itself 
" ansubstantial cannot be the means of accomplishing an act ;—nor can it be 
connected with substances conducive to the accomplishment of the act; 
because a word which denotes a mere property cannot signify a substance ; 
—and this same will be the reason why the word cannot have any connec- 
tion with the Context ; because if it were connected with the Context at all, 
‘then it could be so either by being connected with the act (spoken of in the 
Context), or with the substances conducive to the fulfilment of those acts; 
and both these connections have been shown to be impossible.—For all 
`“ ‘these reasons, in oer to save it from becoming meaningless, we must take 
the term ‘ arund ’ as connected with the term ‘ ékahdyani’ which 1 is in close 

proximity to it; and there need be no syntactical split. | oe 

oo e Tb is not 80”, replies the Piirvapaksin ; ; “the term ‘arund’ cannot be 
; taken ` as qualifying the shahayans ;—why ?—because the term ‘ arund 

appears: along. with the third case-ending, and through the force of a 
third case-ending, it can only be taken as qualifying an act ; ; as agents 
(kérakas denoted by the case-endings) are connected with acts, not with 
substances. Thus then, through the direct signification of the third case- 
ending, the word should be takon a as s qualifying an act,—and on the Soneti 
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of Syntactical Connection, it should be taken as qualifying the substance, 
bkahayani;—and Direct Signification is more authoritative than Syntactical 
Connection. Hence the word Caraga ly cannot be connected with the 
ékahdyani.” 

The Pirvapaksin s Opponent—The property not being capable of being 
connected with the act, no significance can attach to the case-ending (in 
‘arunayd’); it is for this reason that the connection of the property with 


the ékahdyani is admitted (even though it is not directly signified). 


The Pirvapaksin answers—‘ This also is not possible; if the idea is 
that, inasmuch as. no significance attaches to the case-ending, the word 
‘arunaya’, though denoting a property, should be taken as denoting a 


-substance,—then, in that case (the case-ending having no significance), the 


noun-base would be all that would be significant, and in that case the right 
ending would be the Nominative one (acc. to Panini’s Sütra ‘ Pratinadikartha 
vos matré prathama’); specially as a word with the third case-ending 
(Instrumental) could not express the connection (desired by the Opponent). 
The mere fact that something is not otherwise possible cannot justify the 
assumption of such a meaning (of a word) as is impossible; for instance, in 
the case of the assertion ‘the boy is standing in the fire’, the mere fact of 
the standing being impossible # in the fire does not justify the assumption that 
the word ‘fire’ means horse or ox,—all that is admitted is that the word 
‘ fire’ signifies near the fire. ' Similarly in the case in question, inasmuch as- 


the word which is without the first case-ending cannot be taken in the sense 
of the noun-base pure and simple. From all this it follows that the word © 

- farunayad’ might well be regarded as meaningless; it can never be taken to | 
have any connection with the ‘ékahdyani’. 


Baye the Piurvapaksin’s Opponeni—We do not say that the term 
‘arund’ signifies no active agent; for it clearly does signify an active agent 
characterised by the quality of Redness. What happens is that at one 
time it is one thing that is meant to be predicated, while at another 
time it is something else; that is to say, the connotation of a word 


.. consisting of a predominant and a subordinate factor, at one time it may 


be the subordinate factor that is meant to be predicated, and the pre-` 
dominant factor is merely referred to; for instance, the term ‘ dandi’ (‘man 
with the stick’) isknown as having a connotation in which the danda (stick) 
forms the subordinate, and the man, the predominant, factor; and yet, 
when the man is already known and it is intended only to state that. tho 


stick forms his accessory (in this case, the subordinate factor, the stick, 


is what is precited and enjoined) as we find in the injunction. “Rangi = 


80 y aleo in the case of the sentence. © Lahitopated i teijä pracharanti? { the 


red-turbaned priests operate’). [{where, the Priests and their operating 


-being already known from other sources, what is predicated or enjoined ip : 
; -the subordinate factor of their weing a ei in the cage in pop 


ist ie 
property of Redness as bolongi a z 
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the said-predication).. In this way, the connection. of the word ‘ arunayd’ 
with the tkahdyani becomes possible; and there is no syntactical split. 


The Pérvapaksin answers—‘ There is not much in this argument. In 
this case the term ‘ékahdyani’ has been used for the purpose of expressing 
the connected relationship between the ékahdyani (animal) and the act of 
Purchasing; how then can it be ever connected with the word ‘arunayd’ ? 
Though ve: have already urged this peni yet it is bəing reiterated again 
and again.” 

.The Pūrvapakşin’ s Opponent asks— When. the word ‘ékahdyani’ has 
been used along with the act of Purchasing, just as much as along with the 
property of Redness,—why should we accept its connection with the Pur- 
chasing and not with the Redness ? 

The Parvapaksin anawers—‘‘ The reason for this acceptance lies in the 
‘authority of the word; that is to say, the case-ending attached to the term 
“thahiyani” signifies its connection with the act (of purchasing), while there 
is no such ending expressive of its connection with the property (of Redness).”’ 

Opponent—What is it that is expressive of connection with the Act? 
and what is it that is expressive of the Property ? 

‘Parvapaksin—“ When the relation of the action meant to be spoken of 

is that with an active agent (kdraka), then we have the second (Accusative) 
< and other case-endings ; whereas when the active agent is not meant tobe — 
spoken of, and all that is meant to be spoken of as relation in general, then 
© we have the sixth (Genitive) case-ending. In the case in question we do not 
find the sixth case-ending at all; what we do find is the third (Instrumental) 
` ease-ending; that is why we admit the connection of ‘ékahdyani’ with the 
. verb to purchase, not with the word ‘arund’ Orio signifies property . of 
(Redness)? ; : 

The Opponent retorts—How then do we have the connection that we . 
have in the expression ‘nilam.utpalam’ ? 

The Parvapaksin answers— There certainly is a connection in that 
case; but it is got at, not through Direct Signification, but, through Syntac- 
tical: Connection; in proximity to the term ‘utpala’ there is the term ‘nila’, 
which (being an adjective) needs the other term,—and hence becoming 
syntactically connected with that other term (‘utpala’), it is taken as so 
connected by indicating a particular Utpala,—its function in this consisting 
of that process of Indication in which the word does not entirely surrender 
._ its own connotation [i.e. the term ‘nilam’ denotes the blue colour,—but when 

connected with the word ‘utpala’, it comes to indicate the blue-coloured 

„utpala, and thus in the sentence ‘nilam utpalam’ we have the arareo of 

the equation ‘the blue lotus is a lotus’). 

The Opponent—In the case in question also, there may i connection 
l between the Redness and the Ekahayani, through Syntactical Connection. 


Parvapakgin—« That cannot be, we: reply. Direct Signification is o 
< stronger than Syntactical Connection ; and. Direct ‘Signification asserts the a 


connection of the Ekahayani with the a act tf Piirhasthgy and not. with fhe 


the Aot can be admitted on the basis 


De 


The 6 Opponent — If connection wi 
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of Direct Signification, then connection with the Property may also be ad- 
mitted on the basis of Syntactica]l Connection.” 

Pirvapaksin— That cannot be done; when one thing is spoken of as re- 
lated to some other thing, no other thing, even though in close proximity to 
it, can become related toit. For instance, in the expression ‘ Bharya rajnah 
puruso dévadattasya’, if the term ‘rdjfak’ be taken as used for the purpose of 
qualifying the ‘bidryd’, then it cannot be connected with the term ‘ purusa’. 
In the same manner, in the case in question, when the term ‘ékahdyani’ 
has been used for the purpose of qualifying the act (of Purchasing), it cannot 
be connected with the term ‘ @rund’.” 

Says the Opponent—It is true that, so long as there is no actual need 
(for one word to be connected with another}, mere proximity cannot be a 
reason (for connecting them) ;—in fact, in every case, it is only when the 
meaning of the word alone by itself is found to be incompatible, and is on 
that account rejected, that there is justification for taking it as part of the 
meaning of the sentence in which it occurs (ie. as connected with some 


other word or words of the sentence); this is not justifiable under any 


circumstances other than the said one:--and the reason for this lies in the 
fact that the connotation of the word by itself is of a generic character (as 
the word always denotes the Universal, the Class),—while the meaning of 


the sentence is of a particular character; i.e. the meaning of the sentence 
is that which restricts to particulars the Uniwersals denoted by the compo- 


nent words. This is what has been explained under Sù. 1. 1. 25—‘ Tadbhata- 
nim kriyadrthéna samimnayo’rthasya tannimittateat.—It may be that the 


_ meanings of words are perceived directly, while the meaning of the sentence 


- is inferred; but so long as the word remains confined to its own denotation, 


it does not teach anything; that is why it has to be syntactically connected. 


with another word,—not for any other reason. So that in the case in 
question, even though the term ‘ ékahdyani’, having all its needs fulfilled by 


being connected with the act of Purchasing, does not stand in need of the — 


connection of any other word,—yet the term ‘arung’ is such that, unless it 


be connected with another word, it remains. meaningiesa, and hence it. 


becomes syntactically connected with the term ‘ ékahdyani’ 

PUOR a T has been already pointed out that the term ‘ ékahd- 

_yani’ is meant to be connected with the act (of TATRANA): not wie the 

property denoted by ‘arund’. 4 

Opponent—What we say is that, with a view to save the 1 term ¢ aruni’ 
from becoming meaningless we have to take the term ‘ ékahdyani’ to be con- 
nected with both (the act of Purchasing, as well as the property of Redness). 
In fact, what is done for the sake of one thing may well be done for the sake 
of another; for instance, canals are dug for irrigating paddy, and yet water 


from them is used also for drinking and washing ; similarly, in the case in’ ar 
a question, the term ‘ ‘ Bhahiyans’ N used for. the sake of being connected | with ci 
the act of Purchasing, may be connected, with the term “ arund. ’ also; there e 


R : would be nothing wrong in that. a 
o Pūrvapaksin—“ Tris not s0; $ 


gh may be: that, in onde to a ee 
e term ‘arun’ meaningless, itvis 
his, way, it could be connected 
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with the entire Context; because this term ‘aruna&’ could not be qualified 

(restricted) by the words ‘somam krindti’ (* purchases Soma’); because 
these words are not used as & qualifying clause; in fact they enjoin an 
Apitrva (something not already known).” 

Opponent—Even though enjoined, this Avene might become connected 
with something else, just as the term ‘ ékahdyani’ is connected.—How 80 ? 
—~A word is always used for a definite purpose; hence it should be taken as - 
serving all that purpose for which it is used; and so long as such a word is 
present in the mind, and is found to be in need of some connection, it can 
become connected with another word, which also may be present in the 
mind. 

Pérvapaksin—* It is not so; that word alone is connected with another 
which becomes meaningless unless so connected,—not any other word.— 
Why so?—Because when the word becomes so connected, its universal 
connotation becomes restricted to particulars; so that direct signification 
(of the Universal) suffers at the hands of syntactical connection (indicating 

- the Particular). (As regards the term ‘arupd’), even when it is not connected 
with the act of Purchasing, it does not become meaningless; as it can be 
connected with the several ékahdyani-animals mentioned in the Context.” 
` Opponenti—It has been already pointed out that it is not possible for 
the term ‘ arund’ to be connected with the Context, 
. Parvapaksin—* It is not impossible. The fact of the matter is that in 
any particular sentence, when a certain factor is enjoined by it, that same. 
factor cannot be connected with any other factor; because of difference in 
the form of expression; the expression that is used for enjoining a thing is 


different from that used for connecting it with a property; further, that | 


which is enjoined is made known as something not. already known; while 
what is meant to be connected with a property is only referred to as some-. 
thing already known. Now if a certain thing is spoken of only once, it 
could not be known as well as not known; so that if the ‘ékahdyani’ has 
~ been enjoined in regard to the Purchasing, it could be so only as something 
not already known; while if it were connected with the property signified by 
the term ‘arund’, it could be so only as something already known.—There 
would be no such incongruities if the sentence were split up (one connecting 
the. Shahayan’ with Purchasing, and another connecting the ékahdyani with 
` Redness) ;—in the Context itself there are several acts and substances spoken 
of by means of other sentences; and it is with them that what is enjoined in 
the latter of the two sentences (into which’ the first sentence has been split: 
up) becomes connected; so that while it would be enjoined i in one sentence, 
-it would be referred to (for being connected with the other factors) i ina ana 
-ent sense ; in which case there would be no incongruity. ; 
“From all this it follows that the Redness is connected with the entire 


: Context, because it is equally connected with all and: bheau there ù ie no > ffer i 
ence of. Content”. i ee = Si 


Ta answer to the above Pärvapakso, v we shävé the o following Siddhanta— | 


When the Substance and the Property serve the same purpose, they have the fee 


same frieri and ae there should be restriction (Sù); that is to y, S 
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in a case where the Substance and the Property are spoken of as serving the 
same purpose, these two—the Substance and the Property—should be taken 


as restricted to one and the same thing;—why ?—because they have the same — 


function ;—i.e. because the function of both is the same; i.e. in the case in 
question, the only function spoken of as belonging to the Substance (Hkaha- 
yant) and the Property (Redness) is that they should. be connected with the 
act of Purchasing.—How do you get at this idea ?—This is got at by taking 

the whole as ‘one sentence’.—‘‘ How are they taken as ‘one sentence’ ?’’— 
The words—‘ arunayad—pingaksya—ekahayanya ’ [‘with the red, tawny- 
eyed, one-year-old’ |—do not convey any idea at all; as both the speaker and 
the person spoken to still need some other word to comprehend the 
meaning; when however the words ‘Somam krinati’ [‘he purchases the 
Soma,’ ] are added, then the idea conveyed becomes completed ; as with this 
addition both the speaker and the person spoken to find all that they need. 

Objection—* In case the Substance and the Property serve the same 
purpose and have the same function, why cannot there be option [the two 
being treated as optional alternatives] ?”’ 

Reply—This cannot be right; as (in the first place) the argument,—that 
‘the two things concerned fulfil the conditions of optional alternatives 


because of what has been declared (under Sūtra 12. 3. 10) regarding ‘things. 
serving the same purpose being optional alternatives’ ”’,—hasnoforce against 
us.—Why ?—Because that: alone is an effective objection which establishes _ 


the objector’s own thesis and goes against that of his opponent; your 


objection (that the two should be treated as optional alternatives) does not | ` 
go against our view,—our view being that Redness is connected with 


Purchasing.—( Secondly) there can me no option in this case, as the wa 
served are diverse. 
- But it has just been asserted: that the purpose served is one ; and: the 


same; so that what you assert now involves a self-contradiction. - Then 


again, it has been explained (by the Pirvapaksin, above) that the Property, 
being unsubstantial, cannot be connected with the Act; while what is said 
now is. that the Substance and the Property serve the samé purpose of 
accomplishing the Purchase,—which is contrary to that statement.” 
. Our answer to the above is that there is no self-contradiction; nor 
is there any chance of the two being regarded as optional alternatives. It 
is true that the purpose served by both is one and the same; but. there is 


a difference in the efficiency of the two; the Substance helps the Act directly, . 


while the Property helps the Act only indirectly, by anelifving and pepi- 
tying the substances that help the Act. ee 
. In that case the Property does not help i in the achornplishangat: of the 


Acta at all; all that it does is to epecity that i) which. Are phena i 


-tho Act. ” 
ody is: not 80; in, ‘he a a. of ‘the ‘Act, the deuc. of the 


a8 Pr ro perty. Jies in this that it specifies what does mran that Acts in tact E 
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accomplishing the particular Act; and in that case we could not determine 
` how to accomplish the Act. It is in this way that Property becomes 
the means of accomplishing the Act. 

Under these circumstances, the two (Substance and Property) cannot be 
regarded as optional alternatives.—To take an example, as between the Locus 
(Adhikarana) on the one hand and the Nominative and other Agents on the 
other,—the Locus contains (supports) the Nominative and other Agents,— 

until these latter are so supported, they cannot accomplish the act ;—similarly 
the Nominative Agent brings together the Instrumental and other Agents; 
—and until these latter'‘are so brought together, they cannot accomplish 
-their respective functions. [So that though there are so many agencies 
at work in the accomplishing of an act, all these agencies cannot be regarded 


-as optional alternatives.]—In fact, it is a case of option only where a second © 


instrument is prescribed for the imparting of that very aid which can be 
imparted by an instrument already known; e.g.-in the case of the sentences 
* Vrihibhiryajaté’ and ‘ Yavairyajéia’, where both the vrihi and the yava 
accord precisely the same help to ‘the action by supplying the material for 
` the Rice. . 

‘Then it comes to this that the ékahdyani is enjoined (as a means 
to the Purchasing), and the property of Redness is a qualification of the 
thahdyani; and this explanation will involve the same incongruity of a 


-syntactical split.” 


_.. We do not say that the term ‘arumd’ is connected with the term 
‘ékahGyani’; what we say is that it is connected with the verb ‘to pur- 


| chase ’ the ‘meaning of the sentence being that ‘the act of purchasing Ke 
should. be accomplished by means of the Property of Redness’ ;—now, — 


E according to this, the Agent has to make an effort by which the Purchasing 


could be accomplished by the Property of Redness;—but the ‘Property 


- cannot accomplish the act except by serving as a qualification for the 
Instrument whereby the act is directly accomplished; so that it follows as 


a matter of course that the Property becomes @ qualification of. that Instru- 


ment, (in the present case, the Ekahdyani). For instance, when it is said 


_. that ‘one should cook in a pot’,—where the Pot is mentioned as a means of- 


accomplishing the cooking, it is employed in holding (containing, the article 
to be cooked); similarly in the case in question also. —Thus there is no 
possibilit y of a syntactical split. 


«Even so there would-be syntactical split—How ?—In the text. under 


consideration, there are several sentences, each complete in itself; justas in . 


«the case of the sentence ‘ Devadatta—Yajnadaita—Visnumitrah bhojyantam’ 

[s Devadatta, Yajñadattà and Visnumitra should be fed’), where the act of 
$ feeding’ is meant to be complete i in itself with reference to 1: rach of the three 
persons,——so also in the case of the sentence ‘ Yasya pita pitamahah somam na, 


~: pibét, ete.’ [One whose father and: ‘grandfather have not drunk. the Soma, x - 
- should perform: the Vratyapashuydga ‘T {where the condition of ‘the non- "=" 


drinking | of Soma,’ pertains to the Pather and the Grandfather, each by him: 


self] ;—similarly in the case in question, there would be two sentences, each | = 
complete in itself{—‘arunaya krinati” and ‘Ekahäyanyā krinäti? [and Thes ae 


: there would be a ape ot $ na a 
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mini eee we ase 
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7 3 and the Redness they. would: be 


DISCOURSE UI, PADA I, ADHIKARANA (6). 355 


‘This argument is not subversive of our main thesis; for, even so, the 
redness. is connected with the purchasing only, and not with the entire 
Context. 

«True, the argument does not vitiate ‘your main thesis; but (by your 
interpretation) it would be possible to have the purchase effected by an 
Bkahayani which is not red, as also by a red animal which is not ékahdyani ; 


and this militates against your thesis that there is ‘Tortriotion regarding the 


Substance and the Property’ (Sūtra 12).” 

In that case, we shall assert that there is no syntactical split (involved 
in . our explanation). —How so?—Because what are enjoined are the 
Substance (Animal) and the Redness in reference to the Purchasing,—and not 
the. Purchasing in reference to these two (Substance ‘and Redness); and 
the Principal does not vary with each accessory; it is only the ‘accessory 
that varies with each Principal. ‘We have several instances where a sentence 


dealing with a large number of factors is taken as one complete unit dealing | 


with all the factors taken collectively; e.g. the sentence ‘Gargah shatam 
dandyaniam’ (‘ The Gargas should be fined a hundred’; where, though each 
member of the Garga community is meant to be fined, yet the sentence 


_ is taken as one complete unit dealing with them all in the aggregate),—and 


the sentence ‘ Abhiguiya hutvd bhaksayanti’ [ where, though there are two 
distinct actions, of extracting the juice and pouring the libation, yet the two 


together are taken collectively as forming the antecedent of the action of 
eating ].—Similarly in the case in question what is enjoined is the Pur- 
chasing as qualified by the two qualifying factors (of Redness and one-year- 


oldness) taken. collectively [and thus there is no syntactical split]. 


“As a matter of fact, in each of the instances cited, the act enjoined is 
found to be such as is complete in regard to each of the individuals- 


concerned; how then is it concluded that the sentence is one complete 
unit as dealing with all the individuals taken collectively, and not with each 
of them severally ?. [The Fine, for instance, serves to absolve the person 


_ fined, and hence it. has to be repeated with each person of the Garga com- 
munity; and the eating has to be preceded by each of the two acts 3 men- 


tioned as its antecedents.]> 


Our answer to this is as follows:—In the case in question, the Substance’ 
(Animal) and the Redness are found to be connected with the act 
(Purchasing), and not connected with each other ;—the Purchasing also is- 


found to be qualified by both, the-Animal and the Redness collectively, not 


= one by one;—under the circumstances, if this sentence were taken as ` 
predicating the animal and the redness,—then the Purchasing would be un- © 
: doubtedly connected with each. of the two factors | severally; if, on’ the. — 
other hand, the animal as well as the redness be taken as enjoined with a 
view to enjoining the act of Purchasing, then. this Purchasing would ‘be as 
l qualified by the one-year-old animal as by the property of Redness; sọ that oe 
the. connection of both would have to be admitted. ‘Further, what is meant = 
. i the Purchase, not- the Animal and the z 
Redness ;, as ib is through this Purchase that the Soma, which is required: as 
“the material for the Jyotistoma ‘sacrifice, is secured. As for the Animal > 
l ited t to be > brought about only: if ther a 
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served the purposes of the Purchase, not otherwise.—From all this we 
conclude that what is enjoined is the Purchase, and this Purchase is 
qualified, not by each of the two factors severally [but by both collectively], 
—so that the sentence is a complete unit as dealing with both collectively. 
Such being the case, it follows that, with the exception of the one-year-old 
Animal, there is no other means of effecting the Purchase,-and that with 
the exception of Redness, there is nothing else to specify the means of 
effecting the Purchase,—so that this ‘ restriction’ becomes duly established. 
“What we have to urge against this is as follows:—If the Property 
(Redness) simply becomes connected with that by which the Purchase is 
effected, then, even on the split of the sentence, the Redness itself would 


-. remain a means of effecting the Purchase; so that it would not be necessary 


for this Redness to enter into the Animal as its qualification; under the 
circumstances, why is so much effort being made to treat the sentence as 
one composite whole 1> 
Our answer to this is as follows:—If the sentence is split up, then one. 
Purchase becomes recognised as effected by means of the One-year-old 
Animal,—and another Purchase becomes recognised as effected by means 
of the Redness; and the Redness does not become predicated in reference to 
_ the same Purchase that is effected by means of the One-year-old Animal ;— 
so that, if there is another Purchase effected by means of Redness, then. by — 
implication, there should be something else also.as a means of effecting the | 
Purchase {as the mere property. of Redness, by itself, cannot effect any — 
thing]; and the property of Redness would, in that case, qualify this some- — 
thing elsé and become connected with it.~-If, on the other hand, the whole: 
sentence is taken as one composite whole, then all this becomes avoided. ` 7 
_ Thus the only right conclusion is that ‘ when the Substance and the Pro- 


perty serve the same purpose, they have the same peer and, Tona there 
should be restriction’ (8a.). 


ADHIKARANA (7): The Cleansing should be done to all the 
Grahas (Cups): No significance attaches to the Number. 


_ SUTRA (13). 
[PoRvaraKsa]—* Ir is QUALIFIED BY SINGLENESS, BECAUSE 
SINGLENESS IS DIRECTLY MENTIONED.” 
Bhasya. 


[The general question of the employment of Accessories having been dealt 
with, we now proceed to consider the details regarding special cases.] 


(a) There is the Jyotistoma sacrifice laid down in the text— Ya övar- 


vidvdn soména yajaté, etc. (Taitti. Sarn. 3, 2. 2. 3.) :—in connection with this 
sacrifice we read ‘Dashdpavitrina graham sammarsti *,—(b) Similarly, in 
connection with the Agnihotra, we read ‘ Agnéstrnint apachinoti’.—(c). Last- 
ly, in connection with the. Darsha-pirnamdsa, we read *‘Puroddsham par- 
yagni karoti’ (Shata. Bra. 1, 2. 2. 13). 

In connection with all these, there arises the A E the 
(a) clèansing, (b) the removing of straws, and (c) the taking round of the Fire to 


be done in connection with (a) only one Cup, (b) only one Fire, and (c) only one 


 Cake,—or with (a) all Cups, (b) all Fires, and (c) all Cakes ? 


= On this question, we have the following Purvapaksa :—*It should be. 
enod to be done to (a) one Cup, (b) one Fire, and (c) one Cake.— 


- Why ?—Because of this being directly mentioned ; that is to say, every one of 
these things has been mentioned by a word with the singular ending; it is 
only one thing that is found to be mentioned in these texts; and in regard 
to Acts for which the Word (Vedic text) is our sole means of knowledge, we 
must accept as authoritative whatever the Word says; e.g. when the Word 
says ‘ Pashum dlabhéta’, what is sacrificed is a single animal and that a male 


one (as such is the signification of the word ‘pashwm’ which is in the 


singular number and masculine gender). Similarly in the case in question, 
(a) one Cup is to be cleaned, (b) straws have to be removed mon one Fire, 
: and (o) Fire past to be taken round one Cake.” . 


SUTRA aa). 


_ [Swwpniwra]—Is REALITY, THE ACT IS TO BE DONE TO ALL, 
| BECAUSE OF THE DISTINGUISHING FEATURE; THE 
ae DISTINGUISHING ‘FEATURE 15: PRESENT l 
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(b) straws should be removed from all the Fires, and (c) all Fire should be 
taken round one Cake.—Why ?—Because the cleansing has been enjoined in 
connection with the substance characterised by the generic character 
‘Cup’ as its distinguishing feature, and this distinguishing feature is equally 
present in all the individual cups; so that it cannot be understood which 
one vessel should be cleansed, and which should not be cleansed ; so that 
inasmuch as we find the cleansing laid down in connection with the Cup in 
general, and as we do not find anything pointing to any particular Cup, it 
follows that the act is to be done to all the Cups.—Similarly with the Fires 
and the Cakes. 

“ But we find the singular number, which shall specify (the particular 
-Cup to be washed).” 

That cannot he; because what the singularity (denoted by the singular 
number in the word ‘graham’, ‘cup’) may do is to affirm the singularity 
with regard to the Cup (i.e. may denote the one Cup)—it cannot deny (i.e. 
éxclude) the second and other Cups; as the singular number only affirms 
singularity, it does not deny (exclude) the second and the rest ;—so that 

` the second and the rest not being excluded, why should not the cleansing and 
- other acts, which have been enjoined by means. of words expressive of the 
Cup and other things in general—be done to all the individuals ? 

The following argument may be urged here against our view :—* When 
the singular number is used in reference to only one possible object (as in 
_ the text under consideration), what else could it do except excluding in — 

_ regard to the second and therest ; i.e. if the singular number did not exclude 
_ the second and other objects, it would be entirely superfluous ;—as a matter 

of fact, it is quite capable of excluding the second and other objects 

_ just as the sentence * Ashvabhidhinimadatis.’ (‘He holds the reins of the 

horse’). excludes the reins of the Ass, sö > should there he ces in pane. 

- present. case also.” 

Our answer to this is that this cannot be; in the case cited, the connec- 
‘gion between the Mantra and the Reins is laid down by—‘Imamagrbhnan 
rashandmrtasya- ityashvdbhidhanimadatié (Tai. Sarn; 5. 1.2. 1—where the- 

< connection between the Mantra and the Reins in general is expressed by the 
text of the . Mantra itseli—* Imadmagrbhnan rashanimrtasya’ ;—that the : 
reins meant are to be of the Horse is not expressed by the Mantra (but 
-by the additional sentence ‘ ityashvdbhidhdnimddatié’); and as for the 
act of Holding itself, it is indicated by the words of the Mantra itself ;— 
so that in this case it is only right that there should be exclusion of the 
Mantra (from being used in the holding of the reins of the Ass). [The 
Tantravariika—Trans., pp. 1007-1010—takes objection to this reasoning. ] 
In the case in question, on the other hand, the: Singular Number that 
we. find used in connection with the object (Cup),—even though present,— 
cannot serve the purpose of exclusion, as it is itself not enjoined. For. 


example, if one were to say, with reference to cooked rice—*‘ Whoever eats 000i 


this rice, be it a dog or a cat, should ‘be prevented’,—if what is laid” 
down as the condition (for prevention), i is: the eating of the rice,—and not 
E the connection (presence) of dog or cat, then the crow also, when coming 
= tO” ‘eat e rice, should þe Peeran: “Pečan, even though: the Pee. and Sa 
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the Cat are specially mentioned, the presence of these has not been laid 
down as the condition (for preventing). Similarly, in the case in question, 
as the connection of singleness has not been enjoined, even though this 
singleness is mentioned,—all the cups become connected (with the cleansing). 

In fact, there is no word injunctive of the connection between the Object 
and Singleness.— But there is the word ‘ sammarsti’ (‘cleanses’) ”.—This 
word ‘cleanses’ does not lay down the connection between the Object and 
Singieness.—‘‘ What then does it lay down ?”——It lays down the connection 
between the Object and the Cleansing ; it is only when this is so that the text 
lays down what it directly expresses; otherwise it would be taken, on the 
basis of Syntactical Connection, as laying down what is expressed not by itself 


but by other words; and Syntactical Connection can function only when 


Direct Assertion is not there,—never when the Direct Assertion is there. — 
Thus it is that, not being enjoined as qualifying anything, the Singleness 
cannot serve the purpose of excluding the second and other cups; and 
under the circumstances, if the Cleansing were done to the second and other 
cups, it would not be anything not-enjoined, or forbidden; because the 


Cleansing is actually prea as much of the one as of the second and other | 


cups. 
Then again, there is the following difficulty also (in the Pirvapaksa 


n view) :—The Singleness (if enjoined) could not be restricted in regard to the 


Cleansing of the object; because the Cleansing cannot be the qualification of that 


object in regard to which the Singleness would be restricted; as the Cleansing - 
is what is enjoined in this same sentence; it is not something enjoined _ 
elsewhere and only referred to (mentioned) here as the qualification of the | 
object ;—nor is it possible for the same thing to be enjoined and at the 
same time to be mentioned (referred to) as a qualification. A thing can- 


specify (or qualify) another only when it is something of which the connec- 
tions are well known already; but things like those in question, which 
are cognisable only by means of Vedic texts, cannot have their connections 
already known. As a matter of fact, however, the Cleansing is actually 
enjoined; hence it cannot serve as a qualification;—and if it is not a 
qualification, the Singleness cannot be regarded.as restricted to the object. 


“We shall say then that the Singleness is asserted in 1 regard to the. 


Washing.” 
Even so, there would be only two possible alternatives—either (a) the 


-Singleness or {b) the Cleansing is the primary (predominant factor). As a 


matter of fact, however, both these alternatives are impossible. (a) Because 


the Cleansing cannot be done to the Singleness [and this would. be the 


meaning: if the Singleness is the. predominant. and Cleansing the subordinate 


factor]; nor does the Cleansing, when done to the Object, bring any benefit to 
the Singleness ;— nor is there any. need. for. any benefit to be brought: to the. 

Singanpari becanse, = onder v the pitornativo, proposed) the Singleness is not. 
Vell, we may rogni? the single- , 
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those actions are accomplished,—yet it cannot be so in the present case of 
Singleness; because in the present case, it is not the Cup that is enjoined 
for the Cleansing; in fact, it is the Cleansing that is enjoined for the Cup 
and the Cleansing is something that serves a distinctly useful purpose; and 
we have not got to assume. a use for the Cleansing. If the Cup rendered 
any help to the Cleansing, then the Singleness, as helping (qualifying) that | 
helper (Cup), could be taken to help the Cleansing also ;—but as a matter of 
fact, this is not so. —For these reasons, there can be no connection between 
the Singleness and the Cleansing. 

©The Cup, even though the nie ee factor, does accomplish the 
Cleansing; so that by qualifying this act of Cleansing, as also the means of 
accomplishing this act, it would render help to it; just as the details of the 
Pranita-water performed over the curd and milk brought up for sacrificial 
purposes, help the cooking (of the rice),—or the details of the Sacrificial 
Post performed over the Paridhi brought up for the purposes of the 
Eneircling, help in the tying (of the animal to the Paridhi). Thus then, | 
what has been said is no answer (to the Parvapaksa-argument). [That 
is to say, in the first place, the capacity to accomplish the Cleansing 
belongs to the Cup, and hence it would be through this that the Singleness 
would help the Cleansing; and even though the Cupis the predominant 
_ factor, yet it would become the property of a subordinate object by 


becoming qualified by a property (e.g. Singleness) that is subordinate to. Spe 


the Action. It is not necessary that an accessory must rest. upon an 


o accessory; all that is necessary is that it should rest upon something that 


helps the Action and thereby helps.: its accomplishment. —Lantravartika— 
Trans., p. 1013.]”’ 
Our answer to the above is as “follows:—We do not say that thay 
‘do not. help that which is not conducive to the accomplishment of the _ 
Action ; what we do say is that when the Cup, which is the predominant 
factor, is mentioned as a qualification, then the Singleness has no connection . 
either. with the Cup, or with the Cleansing.—Why ?—Whenever anything | 
is put forward as a qualification, there is certainly an agreement between 
the two; but such a thing is not laid down as something to be known.— 
“Why then is it put forward at all?” —It is put forward with a view to- 
‘something else being enjoined for it; as for instance, in the case in question, 
the Cup is qualified (by Singleness), and the Cleansing is enjoined for it. In 
_ addition to this, if the connection with Singléness were another factor 
enjoined. i in regard to the Cwp or the Cleansing, then there would be a split 
of the sentence, as there would be two connections predicated.—It might be 
-argued that—‘ the cup having been qualified, what is enjoined in regard 
to it is connection with Singleness, not connection with Cleansing’. —But in. 
that case it will have to be admitted that. the presence, in the text, of the 
“word: ‘cleansing’ would have to be regarded as a mis-reading;—which, 


in: fact, it is not. Hence the ‘conclusion. is that neither of the two (the 


Cup or. the Cleansing) has any connection with Singleness. ‘Thus it is 
that Singleness renders no help. either > the Cup or the Cleansing; and it 
has to be taken as only referred to. : | all this it follows that Singleness 
is not. intended, to do so at all b d that the Cleansing should be 
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done to all the Cups.—** Why so ? °—Because it is POUE connected with all 
and because there is no difference of Context. 

Objection—“‘If no significance is meant to be attached to ingieren 
then why is the Singular Number used ? When several things were meant to 
be spoken of, the Plural Number should have been used.” 

Our answer to this is as follows:—We are not discussing here whethér 
the Singular Number should be used or should not be used; what we are 
discussing is—when the Singular Number has been used, what should it be 
understood to mean ?—Should it be taken to mean, that the Cleansing should 
be done to: one (Cup) or to all ?—And it has been established that ‘it 

should be done to all—Then again, the signifying of the number is “not 
the sole function of a case-ending ;—what then ?—it also signifies an active. 
agency; so that, when it is not meant to signify the Singleness (Number), its 
presence would serve the purpose of signifying the active agency; so that it: 
would not be entirely superfluous. . 

Lastly, in the word ‘graham’, the Cup is denoted by the nown-base 
(the term ‘graha’), and Singleness is denoted by the case-ending {in 
‘ graham’).—* What if it is so?’’—From this it follows that it is by Direct 
Assertion that the case-ending speaks of its connotation as subsisting in what - 
is denoted by the noun-base.—‘ Even so, why should that (Singleness, 
denoted by the case-ending) not be connected with Cleansing ?’’—If it were 

' connected with, it could be so only through Syntactical Connection; and when . 
' a thing has become connected with one thing, by Direct Assertion, it cannot 
' be separated from it and connected with another, through Syntactical Conmec- 


tion. Thus then, when the Cleansing is not connected with Singleness, there i 


is nothing lost if it is not done as qualified. by singleness. Nor is thè 
Cleansing qualified by Singleness; it is enjoined only for the Cup ;—why then. - 
should. it not be done to the second or the third Cup ? 


SUTRA (15). 


THAT WHICH IS ENJOINED (OR PREDICATED) IS FOR THE 
SAKE OF SOMETHING ELSE; HENCE IT SHOULD BE 
TAKEN EXACTLY AS MENTIONED IN THE TEXT. 
i - Bhasya. 
, It bas. been aai by the Purvapakgin above (towards the end of the 
Bhasya on 8a, 18) that—“as in the case of the sentence ‘Pashumdlabhéta’, what 
is sacrificed is only one animal, and that also a male one,—so should it be in 
the ‘case in L-auastion also” The two "cases “however are not analogous; 
Gums while in the other ĉase, ihe animal i is. for the sacrifice. —< What, if itis 
. 80? ?”—When io hope ga that bith is for the abies then it renders 
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enjoined in reference to the sacrifice. —* It has been asserted that iż is by 
Direct Assertion thai the case-ending expresses its connotation as subsisting in 


what is denoted by the noun-base (Bha. Text, p. 229, line 1); while it is 


through Syntactical Connection that the singleness could be enjoined in regard 
to the sacrifice;—and Direct Assertion is stronger than Syntactical Connec- 
tion ;—all this has been asserted (by the Siddhantin himself} ” —True; in a 
ease where the directly-expressed connection is meant to be expressed, it-is 
as has been asserted; but in a case where such a connection is not meant to be 
expressed, what is learnt through Syntactical Connection cannot be rejected. 
It is for this reason that only one animal is sacrificed, that too a male. In 
the case in question, the singleness of the cup does not render any heip ta 
the cleansing, and hence it cannot qualify the cup. Hence it follows that 
no significance attaches to this singleness. 
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ADHIKARANA (8): There is no ‘cleansing’ of the ‘ Chamasa- 
cups’: Haception to the foregoing Adhikarana, 


SUTRA (16). 


[Pirvapaksa]—‘ BECAUSE THEY ARE OF THE NATURE OF A 
PURIFICATORY (PREPARATORY) ACT, THE ACCESSORY 
DETAILS (LIKE ‘ CLEANSING’) SHOULD NOT BE 
RESTRICTED IN THEIR APPLICATION’’. 


Bhésya. 


There is the Jyotistoma sacrifice, in connection with which we read— 
‘ Dashadpavitréna graham sammarsti’; we have understood (from the fore- 
going Adhikarana) that all the cups (grahas) are to be cleansed.—Now there 
arises the question—Are the Chamasas (Soma-cups) also to be washed or 
not? 

On this question, we have the following Piirvapaksa :—** Chamasa-cups 
and all similar vessels are to be cleansed.—_Why ?—Because they are all equally : 
` connected and because there is no difference of Context. Just as the Graha-Cups 
are connected with a transcendental result, so are the Chamasa-cups also; 
and just as the Graha-Cups are mentioned in the Context, so are the 
 Chamasa-cups also. Hence the Cleansing is to be done to all. o 

Objeċtion— What are specially named are the Graha-Cups, and hac 
‘would exclude the Chamasa-cups. _ 

“« Answer—The mention of the graha-cup may be taken as merely 
illustrative, standing for all Soma-cups; so that all those cups are to be - 
cleansed which are of this nature that if the Soma-juice were not kept in 
them, there would be fear of its being thrown out.—[Read ‘ yasmin- 
nagrhyamānah’, not kept ;-—as printed, the passage may be rendered as ‘if 
the Soma-juice were kept in them there would be an idea that it is meant to 
be poured out’].—For example, when it is said ‘dining time has arrived, 
wash the dishes’, all those vessels are washed ‘which are likely to be used . 
at dinner,—and the ‘dish’ is taken: as mentioned only by way of hee 

tion; similarly should it be in the case in question also.” 

‘Says the Purvapakşin’s Opponent—In the world of ordinary experience, 
all activity is determined by some purpose or need ; so that whatever thing ` 
may be there which, on being” cleansed, would serve a useful purpose,—all 
that should be cleansed in, the case. of the Veda however, all actionis,- 
-determined by the words of the text,—and i in the case in question, the words 


Of the text speak of the cleansing of the graha-cup ; and so long as the re 
: adopting of the . -directly-expressed 3 


of tho words is ‘possible, why 
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 Pūrvapaksin at Our answer wa 
‘sammärsti? € cleanses’ ), can $ 


an indirect figurative sense P (of all Binds on 
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activity towards the act of cleansing, —while the connection with the graha- 
cups can be indicated only through Syntactical Connection ;—and Direct 
Assertion is always more authoritative than Syniactical Connection. It is 
in this sense. that connection with the graha-cup has been described as 
indirectly indicated, and not as directly asserted.—From all this it follows ` 
that every cup that. is capable of the purification should be cleansed; and 
“such accessory details as cleansing are not. to be restricted to the graha- 
cups only.” 


SUTRA (17). 


[SmpHAnra]—In REALITY, THERE SHOULD BE RESTRICTION, AS THE 
PARTICULAR OBJECT IS MENTIONED DIRECTLY, AND THE SCRIP- 
TURAL WORD IS THE SOLE AUTHORITY IN THESE MATTERS. 


Bhasya. 


In reality, the cleansing should be seatrioted to the Graha- Gips only, it 
could not apply to the Chamasa-cups.—Why ?—Because the particular object 
is mentioned directly; the Graha-Cup is directly mentioned in the text; 

. therefore it could not be left out (from being cleansed); for if it were left out, 
the direct Vedic text would be disobeyed; and it would follow that according» 
to you, the presence of the word ‘graham’ in the text is-a' mistaken. 


reading ;—this would not be right, Hence the conclusion: is that the text 


specifies the Graha-véessel by means of the term ‘graham’ and then enjoins . 
_« the connection of the cleansing ; but unless it enjoined the cleansing itself, — 


Sa : the text could not enjoin the connection of the cleansing; hence the text must 


enjoin the cleansing itself.—This would not involve any disobeying of the — 
 Veda.— Why ?— Because by means of the verb ‘ sammärsți’ (‘ cleanses’), the 
Vedic. text can enjoin the agent’s activity towards the act of cleansing,—and | 
it makes no difference whether the cleansing itself is brought about or it is 
only ‘connected with something élse;—so that there would be nothing 
repugnant 1 to the Vedic text if the Graha-Cup were connected (with the 


cleansing) ; and hence itis only right that the cleansing should be restricted 
to the Graha-Cups only. . 


Objection—“‘ Inasmuch as the connection of the transcendental result at 


is equally present, and as there is no difference of Context—the cleansing 
should be applicable to the Chamasa-cups also, and its injunction should not 
-. be restricted to the Graha-Cups only; as we. have | already ee 
above.” 
Annog The Injunction: (of the Chamasa:cups) could be possible only 
after all the objects mentioned in the text have been syntactically connected 
into à single, sentence,—not until this syntactical connection has been 
made; ;—now such a syntactical: connection with all the objects could only 
be inferred from the indications of the Contest; while that of the Graha: Cups 


oa Binestly. porgeived; ;—hence the Tajunetion. cannot apply to the entire 
Context, : ae, ae 


Oyo Tv the case of the connection ban the aun. ani singleness (dealt. with 
in the previous Adhikarana) it was found impossible for the text to enjoin 


that connection Without abandoning what i is deeatly expicoset by it. So T 
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that the case of the present Adhikarana is not analogous to the case of the 


injunction of the singleness of the cup. 

It has been argued (by the Piirvapaksin) that—« Just as in the case of 
the expression ‘ wash the dishes’, the term ‘dishes’ is taken to be indirectly 
indicative (of all those things that may be required at dinner-time), so in the 
present case also (the term ‘ graham” should be taken to be indicative of 
ali cups).”’--This argument has already been refuted by the assertion that 
in the world of ordinary experience all activity is determined by some pur- 


pose or need, while in the case of the Veda, it is determined entirely by 


the words of the text. k 


ÅÀDHIKARANA (9): The measure of ‘ seventeen cubits’ 
| appertains to the Sacrificial Post used at the 
‘ Pashu-sacrifice ’. 


SUTRA (18). 


BEING OF NO USE IN THE PRIMARY, IT SHOULD APPERTAIN 
TO`ITS SUBSIDIARIES. 


Bhasya. 


In connection with the Vajapéya sacrifice we read—‘* SapiadashdGrainir- 
vajapeyasya yupah’ [‘The Sacrificial Post of the Vdajapéya is seventeen 
cubits in height’}].—In regard to this there arises the question—Does the 
measure of ‘seventeen cubits’ appertain to the upright vessel at the Vaja- 
péya sacrifice,—or to the Sacrificial Post at the Pashu-sacrijice ? 

: On this question, we have the following Pirvapaksa :— 


“Tt appertains to the upright vessel.—Why ?—Because at the Vajapéya | 


| sacrifice, there is no Sacrificial Post at all; so that the measure can 
‘appertain only to that vessel used at the Vdjapéya which resembles the 


. | Sacrificial Post ;—there is the vessel named ‘shodashi’, used at the 
ay Vajapéya, which resembles the Sacrificial Post in being ‘made of Khadira- 


wood’ and in ‘being upright ;—if therefore the measure appertain to this 
-yessel, then the term‘ Vajapéya’ retains its direct connotation ; otherwise (in 
the other alternative), the term “väjapēya’ would have to be taken in its 
indirect sense, indicating the Pashu-sacrifice, which is a subsidiary of the 
Vajapéya-sacrifice.—‘ In your view also, the term sacrificial post has to be 
taken in the indirect sense, indicating the Upright Vessel. ’—Our answer to this 
l is that in either case we cannot entirely avoid recourse to indirect indication ; 3 


“in our view however there is this advantage that the connection of the — | 


Vajapeya, which forms the subject-matter of the Context, is retained ; hence 
the measure should appertain to the Upright Vessel (which is used at the 
Vajapeya itself),”” ; 

In answer to the above, we have the tlasa Siddhania—Being of no 
use in the Primary, tt should appertain to its subsidiaries. (Su.).—The term 
‘ pajapéya’. signifies a particular form of Soma-sacrifice ;—this sacrifice by 

itself has no use for the Sacrificial, Post :—there is however a subsidiary of 
the Vajapeya- -sacrifice, which is called the Pashu-sacrifice, whereat there 
is need, for the Post, for the tying up of the animal.—Under these circum- 
‘stances, if the measure of ‘ seventeen cubits’ were taken as enjoined for the 
. * Post at the: Vajapéya ‘itself? ;—then, as: ‘there i is no, such Post, —the Injunc- 


tion would be meaningless. In order therefore to save it from becoming 


meaningless, it. should be taken as appertaining to the Post at the Pashu- 


' sacrifice. .The name ‘Post’. could. be. applied to the Upright Vessel. only 
Aguratively (indireatly). —“ Paii in . the “other y view also, the name ‘ võjapēya!: z 
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could be applied to the Pashu-sacrifice only indirectly.” —Not so, we reply. 
In our view, the term ‘ vijapéya’ stands for the Vajapéya-sacrifice itself ; 
only it will specify (qualify) the Post used at the Pashu-sacrifice ; because 
this Post is of use to its subsidiary, the Pashu-sacrifice; and when one thing 
helps the subsidiary of another, it becomes related to this latter by direct 
relationship; and this relationship does not cease simply’ because it is 
interrupted (by the intervention of the said subsidiary). For instance, in 
the case of ‘ Devadatta’s grandson’, their relationship is interrupted by the 
intervention of the ‘son’, and yet the grandson is related to Devadatta by 
direct relationship.—-Thus then it is our view of the case that should be 
accepted ; as it does not involve the necessity of having recourse to ‘indirect 
indication’ in the case of any word at all. 


Aputgarana (10): Acts like < Abhikramana’. (Stepping 
Forward) are subsidiary to the ‘ Prayajas’ only. 
| SUTRA (19), : 


[PŪRVAPARŞA]—““ AS REGARDS AN ACCESSORY PERTAINING TO THE . 
PERFORMER,—INASMUCH AS IT DOES NOT FORM AN INTEGRAL 
PART OF THE ACTION, THERE WOULD BE A SYNTACTICAL 
SPLIT [IF Iv V WERE CONNECTED WITH ANY 
PARTICULAR ACTION].” 


Bhasya. 


[Subsidiaries fs the shape of purely Purificatory Acts, Substances and 
Accessories have been dealt with; we now proceed to consider those cases where an 
action, mentioned as related to another action, comes to be regarded as a purifica- 
tory act.—Tantravartika—Trans., p. 1081.] 


In the passage relating to the Praydjas which form part of the Dia: 
ptirnamésa sacrifices, we read— Abhikramam juhotyabhijityai’ (Taitti. 
O Sarn 2. 6. L 4).—In connection with this sentence, there arises the question 

_ Does this act of ‘abhikramana’ (Stepping Forward) find place in the 
ie Prayajas only ?—or in the (acts dealt with in the) entire Context ? 

On this question, we have the following Parvapaksa :— 

“As regards an accessory pertaining to the Performer,—what. we say is 
that—there would be a syntactical split—because one act does not form an 
integral part of another action. Thatisto say, the act of Stepping Forward is 
something unsubsiantial (formless) ; hence it cannot help in the accomplish- 
ing of the act of ‘Homa’ (spoken of by the second term in the sentence, 

‘ jithoti*®);—and hence it cannot be. syntactically connected with it.—From 
which it follows that the said act of Stepping Forward should find place in the 
entire Context, because of its being equally connected with all and because 
there i ta no difference of context’ (Su. 8).” 
Objection against the Purvapaksa—‘ For the same reason that has been 
propounded (against the act of Stepping Forward appertaining to the act of 

_ Homa), the act in question oe not find place in any other act mentioned 
_ in the Context.” ; 

p Answer (from the Pūrvapaksin)—“ In the case of other acts, the act in 

_ question would be connected. with the Performers. ? 

Opponent— In the case of rone © Prayajas also, the said act is ‘eonnieated 
with the Performers.’ : ae 
-o Piirvapaksin—* That i is not so what the term. ‘juhoti’ is able to enjoin 
is only that activity of the Agent which tends towards. the offering. of 
. Homa ;—it cannot enjoin the connection between that Agent. and the act of 

- Stepping Forward? 

Opponent: In the case of. the other acts of the Context also, there could 
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be no injunction of the connection of the Agent with the act 
Forward.’ a ae 
Pirvapakgin—“ That does not affect our position; in the case of the 
other acts, as they are all spoken of in the same Context, they are all 
recognised as subsidiaries (to the main Aet); so that the text laying down 
the entire procedure would naturally include the injunction of the act of 
Stepping Forward also, which will thus find place in the entire Context,” 


of Stepping 


SUTRA (20). 

(SrppHinta]—Not BEING COMPLETED WITH WHAT PRECEDES IT, 
THE ACT IN QUESTION REMAINS INCOMPLETE; IT SHOULD 
THEREFORE BE SYNTACTICALLY CONNECTE 
(WITE THE PRaydsas), = 

_ Bhiisya. 


It is not right to say that the act of Stepping Forward finds place in the 
entire Context; in fact, it can find place only in the Praydjas ;—why ?— 


because it is syntactically connected with these; because the sentence — 


speaking of the act of Stepping Forward—* Abhikraman jühoti ’—not complet- 


ed with what precedes it, rémains incomplete. And as Syntactical Connec- 


tion (which connects the act with the Praydjas only) is more authoritative 


than Context (which connects it with the entire Context), the Act of Stepping . tae 
Forward should find place in the Prayéjas only. 


 Objection—‘ But it has been pointed out that the act of Stepping 


Forward, being unsubstantial (formless) is unable to help the accomplishment : 


of the Homa.” 


Answer——It is true that by itself, the Stepping Forward is unable to help 


in the Homa; but it can help in its accomplishment when sonnected with 
the Performer.—How so ?—By Stepping Forward, the Performer comes close 


to the Ahavaniya Fire ;—and the Homa can be done in both ways—from a 


distance the Performer may extend his hand and pour the libation, or 


Stepping Forward, he may draw closer to the fire (and pour the libation 


without having to extend his hand). Thus it-follows that the act of 


Stepping Forward helps the Homa; and hence it should find place in the 


Praydjas only. 


SES ieee Mie cers IC Dee Pe RE a APL ET SE I 


Apurarana (11): The ‘ Upavita’ forms part of the 
entire € Darsha-pirnamasa’, in whose context tt is 
mentioned.—| Exception to the preceding 
— Adhikarana.] 


SUTRA (21). 


In A DOUBTFUL CASE, THERE BEING AN INTERRUPTION, THE. 
SENTENCE SHOULD BE SPLIT UP. 


Bhasya. 

[The fact of one Act appertaining to another having been established, we now 
proceed to consider the question as to whether such appertaining is determined by 
the intermediate or the prime Context.—Tantravartika—Trans., p. 1034.] 

(a) In the seventh and eighth Anuvdkas relating to the Darsha-pirna- 
māsa, we find the Samidhéni verses mentioned ;—(6) in the ninth, the Nivids ; 

-© —{c) in the tenth, the mention of those Sdmidhénis that are to be recited 
with a view to particular results, to the effect that ‘if one desires such and 
such a result, one should recite so many Sdmidhéni verses’, ‘if he desires 
another result, he should recite so many’ and so forth; —in the eleventh, the 
Yajhopavita (sacrificial clothing) is mentioned: ‘ Upavyayaté devalaksma- 

_ méva tat kuruté’ {t when one wears the “po T he wears the sign of the 

` gods’) (Taitti, Sar. 2.5.11. 1). 

Now, in regard. to this, there arises tha question—Is the Upačita to be 
worn, only while one is reciting the Sdmidhénis ?—or should it be worn while 
one is performing all the various acts that have been sid down in the 

Context? ae 
` Question—* Why should such a question.a arise ab al? Piega 

Answer—The question arises because it is not already Gerai whaha 

the Upavita is mentioned in course of the (intermediate) context of the 
_ Sdmidhanis, or after the close of the context of the Sémidhénis. 

` ‘Question—“ But as a matter of fact, the entire Context is of the Darsha- 

pirnamdasa, and it is only in the context of the other acts (constituting the 
_ Darshapiirnamasa) that the Sdémidhénis are mentioned Sa that there can be 
no ‘context of the SAmidhénis ’].”’ 

 Answer—It is true that the Samidhénis are föitioned i in the Context of 
something else (the Darsha-piirpamésa) ; yet of the Sadmidhénis themselves, 
there is a distinct intermediate Context. The assertion $ Samidhéniranu- - 
briiyat’ (‘ should recite the Samidhant verses *) remains incomplete (wanting 
. something to complete it),—and. it is. on. account of this incompleteness that... 

what -is mentioned. in proximity | to. the assertion | becomes recognised as — 
pertaining to the said assertion. Clee 


Question—‘“ Even so, how can ! the context of the ‘Samidhenis be said to 
coase 1” 5 T vs S 


sayas 


= See ee 


ee ‘cor pletion ofa sentence, another subje 
«ed with it in any way, then (th 
bre 
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Answer—It ceases because of the. interruption caused by the mention of 


‘the Nivids (in the ninth anuvdka, which comes between the seventh and ` 


eighth anuvakas dealing with the Soins, and the tenth anuvdka 
mentioning the Sdmidhéni). 


Question—‘‘ Tf that is so, then why oa there arise the idea that the: 


context of the Simidhénis continues (even after the said interruption) ?” 
Answer—As a matter of fact, even after the texts dealing with the 


Nivids (ninth anuvadka), we find mentioned the details. connected with the 
‘Samidhénis themselves, relating to the recitation of those done with the 


desire for certain results (in the tenth anuvdka); and it is after this latter 
section that (in the eleventh anuvdka) the Upavita is mentioned; so that the 
treatment of the Sémidhénis continues all through up to the Upaviia; this is 
what. gives rise to the idea that the Context of the Samidhénis does not 


-cease (with the mention of the Nivids); so that it is the Nivids that appear 


in the midst of the context of the Samidhénis and do not intercept it; just 


as the presence of the Twelve Upasads which belong to the Ahina sacrifices | 


appear in the midst of the context of the Jyotistoma and yet do not interrupt 
this latter.—Thus it is that there arises the question (dealt ‘with in the 
present Adhikarana). 

On this question then, we baie the following Pirvapaksa :——‘‘ The 
Upavita has been mentioned before the context of the Sdmidhénis has 
ceased.—How so ?-—-Because the mention of the Upavita follows immediately 


after the texts speaking of that recitation of the Sa@midhénis which is done 


with a desire for certain results; so that the Upaviia is spoken of while the 


Sdmidhénis are still in our mind, It is only a particular manner of wearing 
‘the cloth by the performer that is called ‘ Upavita’; and there arises a 
question as to the act at the time of doing which the Performer is to wear - 
‘the cloth in that manner ;—and the texts speaking of the Upavita become | 


syntactically connected with the text speaking of the Samidhénis which is 
not far from the former texts and which latter are still in our mind; and thus 
it is that we conclude that the word ‘ Upavyayaté’ (wears. the Upaviia') lays 
down the Upavita as to be worn at the time of the reciting of ee Samidheni 


verses,” 


In answer to the above Parvapakea, we have the following Siddhin 
In regard to the question at issue, the conclusion cahnot be as asserted by 


you. The conclusion on this question is that ‘ the sentence should be split up’ É 
(Sa. ). —Why ?—‘ Because there is interruption’ (Sa. )i--that is, at one end . 


there is the sentence, complete in all its details, speaking of the Samidhéni, 


_ —@nd at. the other end there is the sentence speaking of the Upavita,—and 


in between these two intervenes the text laying down the Nivids, which has 


no connection with the Samidhani verses. In a case where, even on the 


completion of a sentence speaking of. a certain thing, another: subject 


: < connected with the same thing is introduced, —the context of that: thing is SETE OS 

not discontinued, —and that thing does present itself to the mind when. anys Ee 
otl - other hand, in @ case ‘where, on the 

troduced which is not connect- 

of the Context. having been ees 


lated t to it is mentioned. 


en ») the e thing spoken of i in ‘the first sentence does not come to the 


Sa SoS FU SE ST EES 


tilda aera 


f 
# 
E 
; 
ig 
; 
H 
4 


372 SHABARA-BHASYA : 


_ mind, What is not present in the mind cannot be syntactically connected ; 
the meaning of a sentence is completed only when there is connection 
between two things present in the mind,—not when only one of them is present 
in the mind. In fact this (being present in the mind) is the purpose served by 
the juxtaposition ef two sentences (meant to be syntactically connected) ; and: 
the meaning of a sentence may be sought to be completed with the help of a 
thing eognised immediately after that sentence, only with a view to bring 
about a complex cognition taking in both the things concerned. As a matter: 
of fact, there is no cognition of a thing spoken of immediately after the 
sentence, if it is spoken of by means of a word which is not connected with 
ite Thus there can be no syntactical connection between one sentence and 
another when there is an interruption between the two. . 

“It may be possible to recall the previously-cognised thing to the mind, 
by means of contemplation and other means,—and then to connect it with 

what comes after the interruption.” 

The meaning of the sentence in such a case could not be regarded as. 
countenanced by the Veda; as it would have its source in human intelligence. 
‘In fact, if the meaning of a sentence were evolved by obtaining an idea of a 
. previous object by means of contemplation,—it wouldibe like the meaning of a. 
sentence formed by taking the verb from one chapter and the noun from 
another.-Thus then we conclude that it is not possible to treat as ‘one 
_ sentence’ a passage the two parts of which are interrupted by something 
totally unconnected with them; consequently there can be no syntactical. 
connection between the Upavita and the Sdmidhéni verses. 
: “ As a matter of fact, the Upavita is spoken of in close proximity to 
‘those optional Sdmidhénis (recited for special purposes), which have 
been spoken of and cognisdd immediately before (the mention of the 
Wpavita); and in this manner it would become connected mN the Sdmi- 
ahem verses.” 
`o Our- answer is that this cannot be; the context of the S dmidhanis i is 
past and gone, having been interrupted by the texts of the Nivids -as for 
the subsequently-mentioned Sdmidhéni-options recited for special pur — 
poses,—though these may be connected through syntactical connection 
(with the Upavita), yet the context (of the Sdmidhéni) does not continue; 
because the mere mention of an alternative does not make the Samidhéni- 
verses the subject-matter of the Context; because they are not spoken of 
as to be ‘recited’,—all that is said is that they should be connected with 
certain numbers,—but that also’ through syntactical connection, not through 
Context. Thus then, the Samidhéni verses not continuing to be the subject- 
matter of the Context, if there is an accessory detail which cannot be 
syntactically connected. with ‘the Samidhens verses, then that detail can 
have no connection with them, E 


From all this it follows as the established conelusion that the performer 
“should wear the Upavita during the performance of all that is mentioned in 


the entire context (of the Darsha-Piirnaméea) (and not in connection with ` mee 


‘the Seiniahents only): 


= 


eS 


ADHIKARANA (12): Vessels like the ‘Varana’ and the 
‘Vatkankata’ appertain to all Sacrifices: (Exception 
to Adhikarana (9).) 

SUTRA (22). | 


INASMUCH AS ALL SUBSIDIARIES ARE SUBSERVIENT TO SOMETHING 
ELSE, AND ARE EQUAL IN THAT RESPECT,—-THERE CAN BE NO 
CONNECTION: AMONG THEMSELVES. 


Bhasya. 


In connection with the Fire-laying Rite, Vaérana and Vaikankaia vessels ` 
are found mentioned,—some of which are for the purposes of the Homa- 


‘offering, while others are not for the purposes of the Homa-offering,— 


in the following text:—‘ Tasmdi vdrano vai yajfiidvacharah sydt, na tvéténa 
juhuydt; vaikañkato yajidvacharah sydt, juhuyddéténa’.—As a matter of 


fact, however, these Vdrana and Vaikankata vessels have no connection with 


the Fire-laying Rite ;--why ?—because they are spoken of in the ‘text as 
‘ yajnadvachara’, which means that these vessels belong to the sacrifice; and 


: the Fire-laying Rite is not a ‘sacrifice’, as there is no injunction of ‘ sacri- 
© fieing’ in connection with it;—so that this Syntactical Connection sets aside 
the indications of the Context (by which latter the vessels would be con- 

- nected with the Fire-laying Rite)—Thus then (it being clear that they 


belong, not to the Fire-laying Rite, but to some sacrificial performance), there 
arises the question—Do these vessels find a place in the Pavamdna sacrifices 
only? Or in all sacrifices, the Darshaptirnamasa and the rest. 

On this question, we have the following Purvapaksa :— 

“The vessels are to be used in connection of the offering-materials of 
the Pavamdna sacrifices.—Why ?—It has been declared (in a previous 
adhikarana) that a factor which is found to be inapplicable to the Principal 
is assumed to appertain to the Subsidiary; then, inasmuch as the Pavamdna - 
offerings are mentioned in the context of the Fire-laying Rite, those offerings 
must be subsidiary to the Fire-laying Rite; hence the vessels in question (not 


‘being connectible With the Fire-laying Rite) should be connected with the — 


Pavamana offerings (which are subsidiary to that Rite).” 
In answer to the above Pairvapaksa, we have the following Siddhanta : ee 

All subsidiaries,—the Pavamana offerings and also the Fire- -laying Rite (which 

also is a subsidiary),—being equal, there can. be no connection among themselves. 


That is, just as the Fire-laying is subsidiary to the Fire, as tending to 
sanctify it,—so also are the Pavaména offerings subsidiary to the Fire ; 
— how then could there be any mut 
the argument that, “the. Pavamana offerings are mentioned in the context 
; of the Fire-laying Rite,”—though they oe 
becomes set aside by Syntactical Conn ction, which makos these o offerings ee 
toe belong t to the Fite. 


connection between these: 1—As for 


. SO. mentioned,. yet. the Context, na 
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“Which is the sentence (which, through Syntactical Connection, con- 
nects the Pavamdna offerings with the Fire) ?”— 

That sentence is “ Yaddhavaniyé juhoti tēna so’syabhigtah prito bhavati”’ 
[wherein the Ahavaniya Fire is clearly spoken of as the most predominant 
factor, to which other factors would be subsidiary.] . 

“But in this sentence the Ahavaniya Fire is spoken of as the substra- 
tum of the sacrifice [that into which the F gogmana offerings are offered], and 
hence subsidiary to it.”’ 

True, the Ahavaniya Fire is the substratum (of the offerings); and yet 
the sacrifice in question (i.e., the Pavamdana-Isti) is one that is performed 
for the sake of the Ahavaniya Fire; as it is this Fire which serves a useful 
purpose, while the Pavamdana offerings serve no useful purpose. 

“In what way are these such as serve no useful purpose ?”’ 

They are so regarded because no result is spoken of (as following from 
- them). 

“ But the result may be assumed.” ; 

True, the result might be assumed; but this result can only be the 
sanctification of the Fire, not Heaven; for, if Heaven were assumed to be the 
result, two unseen factors would have to be assumed—viz: (1) the Heaven 
following from the Homa, and (2) the transcendental sanctification of the 
H oma by the Ahavaniya Fire. 

< = From all this it follows that the Pavamana-offerings are for the purpose rol 
of the Fire, and hence they can have no connection with the Fire-laying z 
Rite; consequently, what is spoken of in connection with the Fire-laying — 
_. Rite cannot belong to the Pavaména-offerings,—it belongs to all the sacri- 
fices, Darshaptirnamdasa and the rest, which are the ‘ Principal’ for which the 


a Hire-laying Rite is ‘subsidiary.’ 


ADHIKARANA (13): The“ Vartraghni ” and the other « Anu- 
vakyas’ are subsidiary to the ‘ Ajyabhagas’ : The 
Vartraghni-N yaya. 


SUTRA (23). 


BECAUSE THE CONNECTION OF THE TWO MANTRAS (WITH THE PRIMARY 
AOT) SERVES NO USEFUL PURPOSE [THEREFORE THEY CANNOT 
APPERTAIN TO THE PRIMARY.| 


Bhasya. 


[We now proceed to consider those cases in which Mantras are employed in 
accordance with the order in which they happen to be mentioned.] 


In connection with the Darsha-piirnamasa, we read— Variraghni 
paurnamasyam aniichyété, vrdhanvati amdvasyaydm’ [The two mantras named 
‘vdrtraghni’ as referring to the killing of Vrtira, and the two called ‘ urdhan- 
vati’, ag referring to increase, are given in the chapter on the mantras for the 
Hotr-priest.| (Taitti. Sarn. 2. 5. 2. 5)—In regard to this there arises the 
- question—are the two Anuvdkyd mantras (the Vartraghni and the Vrdhan- 
__ vatt) to be used at the Peiaery Sacrifice ? Or only in connection with the 

two Ajyabhagas? 


| On this question we have the following Pirvapaksa :—“ They should be z | 
used at the Primary Sacrifice ;—why ?—because they are found to be spoken — 


of along with the ‘ Paurnamdsit’ and the ‘ Amdvdsyd’; and it is these two, 
the Paurnamasi and the Améviésyd,—and not the Ajyabhagas—that con- 
stitute the Primary Sacrifice. Hence on the basis of direct Syntactical Con- 


nection, the two Mantras should be used at the ey Sacrifice (of the 


Dorsha-piirnamisa).”” 
In answer to this Parvapaksa we have the following Siddhdnta:— 

The two Anuvdkyd mantras together serve no useful purpose at the 
Primary Sacrifice. That the Anuvdkyds are to have the character of ‘ VGrira- 
ghni’? and of ‘ Vrdhanvati’ is laid down in connection with that act where 
there are two Anuvakyds to be used ;—at the Primary Sacrifice, however, there 
is only one Anuvdkyd ;—under. the circumstances, if the sentence in question 
were taken as laying down ‘duality’ in regard to that Anuvaékyd, then 


-there would be a syntactical split.—On the other hand, two Anuvakyds—the - 


Agnéyi and the Saumi—are already known as belonging to the two Ajya- 
bhagas ; hence, if the sentence in question were taken as ‘laying. down the 


character. of | Varwraghni’ and of ‘ Vrdhanvatt’ in connection with the a 
Ajyabhagas,—then it would be. laying down ude this one factor (and not A 


- „the duality also); and this it could. easily do. 
-o “Even if we take the sentence as le ; 
the Primary Sacrifice, —there woul be wo. “Anuvakyds at the two primary 
Hf ; sacrifices «(mha Darsha and the P irnar 


g ddvn 2 a detail pertaining to 


i brats pertaining. to the s Agntye | - 
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and the other to the Agnisomiya—{so that there need be no difficulty re- 
garding the injunction of the ‘ ‘duality’ and the consequent syntactical 
split. p’ 

Answer—Of the two Vartrdghni Anuvikyas, one is Agnéyi and the other 
Saumi; similarly of the two Vrdhanvati Anuvdkyds also.—Now it is the 
Agnéyi one only—not the Sawmi—which, if enjoined, could be connected 
with the Amäväsyä sacrifice ; as Soma is not a deity at the Amavdsyd. At 
the Paurpnaméasé sacrifice also, the Anuvdkyd (connected with Soma, ie., the 
Saumi) could be used only in connection with the offering to Agni-Soma; 


“but the Anuvadkyd which is connected with only one deity (Soma) could not _ 


serve any useful purpose at an act which concerns two deities (Agni and 

Soma). 

Question—* But both the gece (Agnéyi and Saumi) would be con- 
nected with the offering to Agni-Soma.” 

Answer-—As a matter of fact, a single sacrifice can have no use for two 
Anuvikyas; the Anuvakyé has been enjoined as ‘ upddéya’ (something to 
be secured or used); and hence the singular number (in the word * puronu- 
väkyäm’ in the. injunction “ Puronuvdkydimanviha’ occurring in connection 
with Paurnamdsi sacrifice) must be regarded as significant; so that at the 
Paurnamasi sacrifice also there could not be two Anuvikyds. 


i From all this it follows that the two Anuväkyāe should be üsd in- 
pe connection with the two Ajyabhagas. 


f 


i 
d 


also. the washing of hands ;—simila 


mutual connection among these [i. 
ae: between Addressing Bod Fist-cl 


 ADHIKARANA (14): Acts like ‘ M ustilarida’ appertain 
io the entire Context; [Exception to the oe 
Adhikarana). 


SUTRA (24). 
THE IMMEDIATE SEQUENCE IS NOT AUTHORITATIVELY EXPRESSIVE. 
Bhasya. 


In connection with the Jyotistoma we read—(A) ‘ Mugitkaroti, vdcham 


_yachhhati, dikgitamdvédayati’ [‘ Closes the fist, keeps silence, has himself 


referred to as the initiated person ’],—and elsewhere (in connection with the 
Darsha-Piirpamésa) (B) ‘ Hasiau avanénakti, ulaparajim ‘strnait’ r Washes 
the hands, spreads the grass-bundle’]. 

In connection with this, there arises the question—({A) Do fist- closing 
and silence-keeping appertain only to the act of Addressing the sacrificer ?— 
or to the entire Context ?—Similarly, (B) Is the hand-washing for the 


purpose of spreading the grass? Or for doing all the acts spoken of in the © 
| Context ? 


_ On this question we have the following Pirvapaksa :— 
- 4 The washing of the Hands is for the purpose of purifying the hands ;—and 
the keeping of silence is for the purpose of sanctifying or preparing the per- 


- son engaged in the performance who (being thus prepared by silence) becomes 


attentive when getting himself referred to as the ‘initiated’, and is also 
enabled to carry ‘on the many details——When the question arises as to 


the. acts that are aided by such purification and preparation,—on seeking | 
- for information on this point, we are supplied with it by ‘immediate. 
sequence’; and this ‘immediate sequence’ [i.e. the fact of their being | 


spoken of in immediate sequence to each other] makes it clear that the 
keeping of silence and the closing of the fist help, and appertain to, the 


Reference to the Initiated,—and. the Washing of the Hand Pp and appertains Ae 
. to the spreading of the grass.” 
: Jn answer to this Pūrvapaksa, we have the following ‘Siddhanta The - 
— in question are related to all the acts spoken of in ‘the Context.— 


“Why ?”’—Because the sentences are distinct.—‘How are the. sentences 


distinct 7°'—The two sentences. are distinct: because they convey. two ` 
distinct ideas. As itis; the verb *  dvédayatt * (‘addresses °) does not express 
-the idea of * for referring fo the initiated ’ [and it will have to be taken inthis ` 
sense, if the Pūrvapaksa view is accepted];—nor does the verb ‘sina? 
D (‘spreads’) express the idea of < ‘for spreading’ Tand this is what it is made 
to; do in the Pūrvapaksa]; as i a matter of fact, the spreading is enjoined, as o 00 
ors 7 fist-closing and silence are enjoined, etl 
as also is ‘Referring. - So that (ace. to Si. 22 above) there can be no. : 

et een spreading and hand-washing, 
Silence].—Further, whenever: Be 
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sentence is incomplete (wanting in certain factors), mere ‘ immediate 
sequence’ cannot be the ground for syntactically connecting it with any. 
thing.—From all this it follows that the details of the kind of those under 
_ consideration must appertain to the entire Context. 


SUTRA (25). 
ALSO BECAUSE THE SENTENCES ARE COMPLETE IN THEMSELVES. 
_ Bhasya. 


As a matter of fact, every one of the sentences is complete with its own 
words; all the sentences quoted are equally complete.—so that each pair 
of sentences convey two distinct ideas,—and when they are separated, each 

is complete in itself; and thus (both the conditions of ‘ different sentence’ 
being fulfilled, acc. to Si. 2. 1. 46-47), the sentences must be Topera 7 as 
distinct. 

Thus then, being equally connected with the entire context, and there 
being no difference of Context, the details in question should find Pies in 
the entire Context. 


ApHIKARANA (15):. The E ‘ Chaturdhakarana’ (Quartering) 
appertains to the ‘ Agniya’ Cake only. 


SUTRA (26). 


[Pérvapaksa] “THE SUBSIDIARY, CONNECTED WITH THE AUXILIARY 
DETAIL, SHOULD BE UNDERSTOOD TO BE COMMON TO ALL; 
SPECIALLY AS THERE IS NO MUTUAL RELATIONSHIP 
AMONG THEM.” 


Bhasya. 


In connection with the Darsha-piirnamisa, we read—‘ Agnéyam chatur- 
dha karoti. (“ Quarters the Agnéya ’’).’—~In regard to this, there arises the ques- 
tion—Is this Quartering to be done to all the cakes—Agneya, Agnisomiya, — 
Aindragna? Or to the Agnéya only ? i 

On this question, we have the following Pirvapaksa— The subsidiary 
—in the shape of the Quartering—connected with the auxiliary detail—in the 
shape of the Deity, Agni, in the word ‘dgnéya’—should be understood to 
be common,—i.e. to be done also to the Agnisomiya and ‘the Aindragna 
(not to the Agnéya only).—Why so !—Because those two (Agnisomiya and 
Aindraégna) also are ‘dgnéya’, in the sense that Agni is their deity ; because 
that which has for its deity Agni, as well as another (Soma or Indra) is also 
‘ Agnéya’; for instance, ‘the mother of Dittha and Davittha’ is ‘the — 
. mother of Davittha’ also; similarly in the case in question also (‘ that which. 


has Agni and Indra, or Agni and Soma, for its deity’ is also ‘ that which has 


Agni for its deity’). 
Tf there were no relationship between the Agnéya Cake and the Agni — 
somiya Cake, then the Quartering might have been restricted to the Agnéya 
only ;—as a matter of fact, there is mutual relationship between them ;— 
hence there should be no restriction. . Just as,—though the text states that 
‘the Prashiira is sliced out after severing the head of the Agnéya Cake’, yet 
the Präshitra is actually sliced off from all the cakes,—similarly the Quarter- ` 
ing also [though spoken of as to be done to the 4. gnéya oo a should be done 
to all the cakes].” l ces 
‘SUTRA (27). 


(Stopuinta] . In REALITY, THERE SHOULD BE RESTRICTION ; ‘BECAUSE 
MERE. IS CONNECTION. WITH THE OBJECT; ALSO BECAUSE THE 
- INDICATIVE POWER IS CONNECTED ONLY WITH WHAT IS 
| f OAPABLE °; AS FOR THE MENTION OF THE ACCESSORY, 
IT COULD SERVE THE PURPOSE. OF INDICATING — 
Ore ‘ONLY IF "THERE WERE NO CAKE 
` DEDICATED. ‘TO ON ONY] 


‘the Parvapakep. —The Guar. z 
H cannot be c common to all. 


| Orita should b restricted: to the 4 
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—Why ?—*‘ because there is connection with the object’; i.e. it is only what is 
dedicated to one deity (ie. the Agnéya only) which is really related to the 
‘object’, ie. to the deity ‘Agni’; what is dedicated to iwo deities—the 
Aindragna or the Agnisomiya—is not so related to Agni.—Why so ?—In the 


- ease of the cake related to two deities (Soma and Agni, for instance), its 


dedication is done in terms containing the names of both the deities; and 
of this cake Agni is the deity only as accompanied by Soma,—not indepen- 
dently by itself;—that of which the deity is Agni along with Soma, cannot 
have the nominal affix (expressing the deific character) added (to the term 
‘agni’); because only ‘capable’ terms take that affix, and what needs 
the help of another cannot be ‘capable’ ;—-hence that word with the 
nominal affix which indicates the cake of which the deity is Agni by itself 


can never signify that which is dedicated to two deities. From all this it 
follows that the Quartering should be done to that alone which has been 


dedicated to Agni alone by itself ;—because the nominal affix which signifies 
the deific character can be connected only through ‘capability’, and not 


“where the terms concerned have no such ‘ capability’. 


It has been argued by the Pirvapaksin that ‘‘ the Quartering should be 
done to all the cakes, just as the slicing of the Prashitra is done out of all.” 
-But in. the case of the Prdshiira it is only right that it should be so; as 
there is nothing (in the sentence quoted) to show that the sicing of the 


© Präshitra is to be done out of the Agnéya.—‘* How then do you construe the bi 

` sentence ‘ Agnéyasm mastakam vibhajya prashitramavadyati’ [which clearly 

speaks of the slicing being done out of the Agnéya] ?”—The text quoted 
`o contains two sentences: (1) * Prashitram avadyati’ (slices out the ‘ Prashtira’), 


and (2) ‘dgnéyasya masiakam vibhajya’ (‘after breaking the head of the l 
Agnéya’); so that what is understood to be expressed by this is that the _ 


Prashitra is sliced out of the head of the Agnéya,—that much. is certain ; but 


as regards the other cakes, it is uncertain (and indefinite) as to whether the 
slicing is to be done out of the head or from some other part of it.. [Hence 
there is no similarity between this case and the case dealt with in the Adhi- 
‘arana—seys the Tantravartika—Trans., p. 1051}. 

‘Tf there had been no cake dedicated to only one ‘deity (Agni), then 
even that dedicated to two deities could have been admitted to.he intended, 
with & view to save the sentence from becoming useless. 

[This passage explains the last clause of the sūtra ‘ Lakeomartha guna- 
shrutih’; the sense of this is that if there were no cake dedicated to Agni 


alone, then the word ‘agni’ could be taken as indicating both Agni and 


Soma; and the mention of the accessory ‘ Agni’ would, in that case, serve the 


`- purpose of indicating both. Asa matter of fact, however, there is a cake 
` dedicated to Agni alone; hence the term ‘agni’ cannot be taken as standing: 

for Agni and Soma: ;—hence the ieten should be done tó the Agneya 
only. —Tantravartika—Trans., -p 1052.) - 


As regards the. expression | & Dittha’ 8 “idther’ what has been urged is 
only right; because the motherhood i is not such as extends over both ; the lady a 
is called ‘ -Dittha’s mother’ simply because Dittha has been born of her, and 
no other condition is needed (for applying the name to her); the relation- 


. ship: of ‘mother’ . Pherorori DSa in the e- lady entirely, it is oniy right that 
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she should be spoken of as < Dittha’s mother’. [In the case of the Agni- 


somiya cake, on the other hand, the deific character does not rest in Agni 


alone by itself, it rests in Agni along with Soma ; “hence this cake cannot be 
called ‘agnéya’.] 


End of Pada (i) of Discourse III. 


DISCOURSE IIL 
- PĀDA IL 


ADHIKARANA (1): The Mantras speaking of ‘ Lopping’ are 
to be employed in what is directly expressed by them. 


SUTRA (1). 


TEHE SUBSIDIARY OHARAOTER OF MANTRAS IS BASED UPON THEIR 
CAPACITY TO EXPRESS A CERTAIN MEANING; THEREFORE 
. THEY SHOULD BE EMPLOYED IN CONNECTION WITH 
THEIR ORIGINAL (PRIMARY) MEANING; SPECIAL- 
LY AS IT IS WITH THAT MEANING THAT 
THEIR CONNECTION IS ETERNAL 
(AND INSEPARABLE). 


Bhéisya. 


. _ {Other kinds of Accessories having been dealt with, we now proceed to deal with ne 
Mantras, which are employed in accordance with the indicative potency (linga) of 


the component words. This ‘potency’ of the mantras points sometimes to what is 


: directly expressed by the words, and sometimes to what is only. indireetly implied 4 


by them; the former being regarded as the ‘primary meaning’ and the latter the 


*aecondary meaning’. Hence in regard to the actual use.of a mantra, there arises a 
doubt as'to whether it should be used in accordance with its primary or its secondary 


meaning.. The: actual discussion of this topic is prefaced in the Bhasya by a 
discussion. regarding the possibility of the two kinds of meaning. ] 


-u oio The texts to be dealt. with ander this Adhikarana are all the Mantras ;— 
‘the one taken as typical is the mantra ‘ Varhirdévasadanam dmi’ (‘I am 
-lopping the grass which is the seat of the gods’). 

‘The question in regard to Mantras is—are they to be sraploved in 


sonksonion with what is expressed by them primarily ? or also in connection - 


with what is indicated by them only secondarily ? 
Question— What is the primary and what the secondary meaning pe 
Answer-—What is understood directly from the words (of the Mantra) is 
its prior or primary meaning; it is called ‘«mukhya’ (primary) because it is 


like mukha (face, the most important part of the body). On the other hand, 


that which is deduced from the primary meaning, through some sort of rela- 
tionship, i is the posterior or secondary meaning, called ‘ jaghanya’ (posterior) 
because it comes later (second), . and hence is like. the thigh (jaghana, which 
=: lies very much lower down Ms it is ‘also. called ‘ gauna’ (secondary) because 
~it is connected with a * guna’, property (of the primary meaning).. 

ee Objection —« Tf such be the. explanation of the primary meaning aba 
all meanings are primary; as every meaning is understood from the words; 


for example, the PADE of the word “ agni’, as applied to the Fire in the a 
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sentence ‘agnih jvalati’ («Fire-burns’), is ‘understood from the word’ 
exactly in the same manner as the meaning of the same word ‘agni’ as 
applied to the Boy, in the sentence ‘ Agnirmanavakah’ (‘The Boy is Agni’). 
[So that there'is no difference in the character of these two meanings, which 
are the stock-examples of the Primary and the Secondary meanings, ]—It 
might be added that—‘ That meaning which is understood from the word 
itself independently of qualifying adjuncts is the Primary meaning; while 
that which is derived from the word as accompanied by qualifying adjuncts 
is the Secondary meaning’.—This also will not be right; when the verbal 
form of a word is expressive of a meaning, that form of the word remains 
the same, whether it is accompanied or not accompanied by qualifying ad- 


jJunots; and so long as the cause (the expressive verbal form) is there, it is not 
_ possible for the effeet (the expression of the meaning) not to be there.— 


‘What if it is so ?’—IE it is so, then, it cannot be asserted that ‘ the second- 
ary meaning is not expressed when the qualifying adjuncts are not there, 
and it is expressed when the adjuncts are there’. Nor can it be said that 
in the latter case what is expressed and understood is the meaning of the 
group (consisting of the main word and its adjuncts). Because the distinc- 
tion among the meanings of words always depends upon affirmation and nega- 
tion [i.e. if a meaning is expressed when a word is there, and is not expressed 


_when it is not there, then that meaning is attributed to that word].—‘ But in 


the case in question (of the word and its adjuncts), what is understood is the 


~ meaning of a sentence (not of aword).’~~Thisalso is not possible; because there 
_isno ‘ meaning of the sentence’ apart from the meanings of the words as corre- 
lated together.—Thus then, you must accept the following conclusion—The _ 
. term ‘agni’ is expressive of the Fire, and the same term ‘agni’ is expressive 
of the Boy; and hence there is no difference between the ‘ primary’ and the — 
_ *secondary’ meanings of a word.—It might be explained that—‘ that mean- 


ing which is well known is primary, while that which is only a little known 


is the secondary meaning’.—This also will not be acceptable; ‘being well 


known’ is nothing more than being cognised, and as regards cognition, there 
is no difference between the two meanings.—It might be added that—‘ that 
is the Primary meaning in which sense the word is used in most cases, while 
that is the secondary meaning in which it is used in only a few cases’.—This 
also is not right; even when used in a few cases, the word could not express 
that meaning unless it had the capacity to do so; so that that meaning 


also is Bndlerstond | from the words’ ; and as such must be Seen ted as the 


primary meaning.” 


- Answer—There is a , difference: ad a matter of “fact: the. Boy is not : 
i understood from the word ‘ Agni’ .—‘* How do you know that? “It has > 
been. explained | above that i it is not e rigat to eae Soveral 1 oade to: 

=: one word. : i 


ee Why t then s can it not be the other » way y (the 1 Pire s boing t the ; 


mee e E AE m 


"e SES 


nee ARE 
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is always applied to things that resemble Fire;. that is why we find the 
word ceasing to apply to a thing that has ceased to resemble Fire ;— 
what therefore makes the word ‘agni’ applicable to other things is the 
similarity to Fire ;—and until we have the notion of Fire itself, there cannot be 
any notion of similarity to it;—from this it follows that what the word 
‘agni’ is expressive of is the Fire, not the Boy; that is why its primary 
connotation consists of the Fire, not the Boy. 


. Similarly the word ‘ varhih’ has its primary connotation in grass, not in 
what resembles grass. l . 
Thus then, there being two kinds of meanings of words, it is only right 
that there should be a consideration of the question as to whether a | 
certain word is to be taken in its primary or secondary signification. 


On this question as relating to Mantras, we have the following Pūrva- 
paksa:—‘ The Mantra may be used in its primary as well as in its secondary 
sense.—-Why ?—Because both the meanings are equally capable of being 
‘expressed; for instance, both—-grass and the thing resembling grass——are 


is capable of being signified by the term ‘ Varhih’ (‘ grass’),—the only differ- 


T being signified by that term; as there is no ground for picking an choos gi 


-ence being that the grass is signified directly, while the thing resembling grass 


is signified indirectly, through the grass. So that where the term ‘ varhih’ is . : 


cused as expressing something that helps in the Darshapirnamasa sacrifices, 
“every one of those things should be understood. by it that are capable. of . 
NINE 
He among them. Further, if this view is accepted, then it is no longer necessary 
to transfer, from. the Darshaptirnamdaaa sacrifice, all those. mantras that are 
“addressed to Piigan [the transfer which has been considered necessary on 
“the. ground of there being no such deity as Pūgan at the Darshaptirnamdaa]; 
-—this transference becomes unnecessary as the term ‘ pisan’ by indirect 
indication, stands for Agni, which is a deity at the Darshapiirnamasa [and 
ex-hypothesis, what is indirectly indicated by the M antras is as acceptable as -` 
what is directly expressed ].”’ 
- In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhdnta:—The 
. Mantra is to be used in its primary, not in its secondary, sense.—Why ?— — 
Because both are not equally capable of being expressed. When a mantra is 
mentioned in a certain context, it is in its primary (direct) sense that it 


comes to be connected with the rest of the context; so. that the idea comes. oe 


~~ t0 be that ‘one should accomplish by this Mantra whatever one is capable 
of accomplishing by it’; it is found that. the mantra is capable of helping: 
the act by expressing its meaning (and thereby indicating certain | accessory 
details i in connection with that act) ;—it is however not capable of expressing 
owhat-is only its indirect or secondary meaning rious it. follows that it 
~ cannot be used in ‘this secondary sense. ee ie a 
Objection—** The secondary moaning o can be comprehended through the 
‘primary meaning oe ee 
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- True; but its purpose having been fulfilled by the expressing of the 
Primary meaning, there is no justification for its being used in its secondary 
sense. When it is used in its primary sense, its uselessness or meaningless- 
ness becomes set aside ;—and when the uselessness has been set aside, there 


is no more reason for admitting the secondary méaning; specially because’ 


the word cannot indicate its secondary meaning without having previously 
expressed its primary meaning. Thus, there being no justification for it, the 
manira cannot be used in its secondary sense. 

Further, for the signification of the secondary meaning,—which i is based 
upon the capacity of the word,—there are various means (or methods): and 
‘capacity’ is only a part of the word, as has been declared under Sūtra 
1. 4, 30, where it is said that ‘the deducing of the conclusion may be based 
upon the capacity of things, because the capacity of things forms an 
integral part of things’. Under the circumstances, if the manira were always 
used in accordance with its secondary méaning, then every other means 
would have to be rejected and there would be no authority for this. 

“The fact of the mantra occurring in the Veda would be the requisite 
. authority.” 

This fact has no power to set aside the other means. 


“ This same objection would apply to the case of the manira being used l 


-according to its primary meaning,” : 
Not so, we reply. If the mantra were not used even according to its 
primary meaning, then it would not help the Principal (Sacrifice) at all; and 


in that case, the very presence of the mantra in the Vedic text would i 
be meaningless.—Thus there is a difference between the soma and o 


Secondary meanings. 
Further, the man who employs the. mantra in its secondary sense, 


should be asked.—For what purpose do you admit the signification of the _ 


Primary meaning at all ?—If he says that—“ I do so, as otherwise, there could 
be no cognition of the secondary meaning,’’—-then the answer to him should 
be that there are other means also of getting at the secondary meaning.— 
Being thus pressed, he might say—‘ The cognition of the Primary meaning 
also is one of those means.”—-The Siddhdntin should say in reply—In that 
case, the mantra cannot be always used in its secondary sense; because in a 


ease where the Primary meaning is admitted for the purpose of getting. 
at the secondary meaning,—it would como to this that the mantra | 
would be used according to its primary meaning (which would have come in- 


first).—What is wanted to be known for. practical purposes is, not the 
expressive mantra, but the expressed meaning; so that if (in any case) there 
were need for what is sought to be got at indirectly from the words of the 
“manira (as its secondary meaning),—that could be got at through some 


z other means (some other sehtence),—and recourse need not be had to the 
‘mantra in. question itself. If, on the other hand, there were need. to get at — 


‘gome meaning from. the manira, then, . that need would. be fulfilled. by the 


„signification of the primary meaning . itself, ‘and in that. ease there would 


be all the less reason for using the Mantra i in its secondary sense.—Thus it is 


- established that, as between the ‘Primary and the Secondary meaning, 


“itis through the Primary: moade only that the Mantra should. be used, 
ae 
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| SUTRA. (2). 
BEING SANOTIFICATORY IN CHARACTER, IT SHOULD NOT BE 
USED IN CONNECTION WITH WHAT IS NOT ENJOINED. 
| = Bhasya. 

It has been argued by the Parvapakgin that—[if we accept the 
secondary meaning of mantras] there would be no need for transferring 
the mantras addressed to Pūsan (from the Darshaptirnamasa, on the. ground 
_ that Pagan is not a deity at this sacrifice)’ ;—our answer to this is that, it 
is only right that there should be this transference of the Mantra in question ; 
~-the mantra is sanctificatory in character; and as such would be absolutely 
useless if the object to be sanctified were not there; consequently it is only 
right that it should be transferred to a place where it may serve a useful 
purpose; and there could be nothing objectionable in this. 


Apurcaraya (2): M antras indicative of Indra are to be 
used in approaching the < Garhapatya’ Fire—[Haception 
to the foregoing Adhikarana}. 


SUTRA (3). 


Tur ‘Atnpri’ MANTRA SHOULD NOT BE USED ACCORDING TO ITS 
PRIMARY SIGNIFICATION,—BECAUSE THERE IS THE DISTINCT 
DECLARATION. 


Bhäsya. 


{This is an exception of the general law propounded in the preceding 
Adhikarana, that ‘ Mantras should be used according to their primary meaning.’] 


In connection with the ‘Agni’, we read— Nivéshanah  sangamané 
vasinam—ityaindryad garhapatyamupatisthaté’ [t With the Aindri mantra— 
Nivéshanah sargamané vasinaém—one worships the Garhapatya Fire’). 
(Maitra. Sarn. 3. 2..4). 


done of Indra or of the Garhapatya Fire ? 
Si clear declaration to the effect that ‘one should worship the Gārkapatya. ’ 


not mere worshipping that is meant to be done, but a ‘sanctification’ 


lay down the approaching (or worshipping) of the Garhapatya Fire, but 

the worshipping (of some other deity) in the Gdrhapatya Fire;—and yet 

_ there is no word in the sentence—either with the Instrumental or the 

Locative ending—which could express this latter idea. Hence a discussion 

becomes necessary for the purpose of getting at the right solution a the 
difficulty, 

On the said question then, we have the following Pirvapakga— 

“ Through the force (of the words), it is the. worshipping of Indra that is to 


_ Fire is something that cannot be done with it.—‘ How then is the Accusa- 
tive ending (in ‘ garhapatyam’ ) to be explained ?’-The Accusative ending 


the, act ot worshipping ; the ya 


e should be dohe to Ind a. 


In regard to this, there arises the question—Is the CE to a 

Objection—** Why should there be any such doubt, en there is the 

Answer—When the worshipping is done with a certain manira teat, it is m 
by means of words expressive of glorification ;—now as a matter of fact, i 
the Aindri-Manira (i.e. a mantra descriptive of Indra) could not, in any 


way, be expressive (and eulogistic) of Fire (Gdrhapatya) ;—so that there . 
might be a suspicion that the sentence ‘ Garhapatyamupatisthaté* does not 


SAAR RO A ac NE DS ORL SO AE IES BP RL SOE BP Fa 


be done with the Mantra; specially as the worshipping of the Garhapatya | 


a -iş not: meant to signify what is the most desired; it is meant to signify mere ` 
soe ‘connection ; or through the connection, the term ‘ garhapatya’ would qualify eee 
| of the injunction being that ‘the 
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In answer to the above Piirvapaksa, we have the following Siddhdnta :— 
The * Aindri mantra’ should not be used according to this primary significa- 
tion, because there is the distinct declaration. (Si.).—It is not right that 
the approaching should be done to Indra; in fact the Aindri mantra should 
not be used according to its primary signification—Why so ?—Because 
of the force of the ‘distinct declaration’,—i.e. the declaration in the shape 
of the words ‘ Aindryd. garhapatyamupatisthaté’ [with the Aindri manira 


one approaches the Gdrhapatya Fire’|; where the Accusative ending points ` 


to the Gdrhapatya Fire as the predominant factor.—[As regards the 
objections urged against this interpretation] what is there that a direct 
Vedic declaration cannot do? In fact there is no burden too heavy for a 
direct. Vedic declaration.—Hence it follows that the worshipping to be done 
is of the Garhapatya Fire. 


SUTRA (4). 


EVEN THOUGH THE CONNECTION (BETWEEN WORDS AND 
THEIR MEANINGS) IS NOT OREATED BY VERBAL 
DECLARATIONS, YET THERE WOULD BE INDICATION 
OF FIRE BY REASON OF COMMON 

PROPERTIES. 


- Bhasya. 


_ Objection—*Tt has been pointed out above that it is not possible for 
the worshipping of the Garhapatya Fire to be done with the Aindri mantra.” 


` It could be done on the strength of the direct declaration ( pörhapajyam l 


upatisthate ’ J. 


“Even a hundred direct declarations could not make this possible; pin o 


“fact, by making the declaration that ‘Fire is denoted by the term indra’ 
one would be stultifying himself; as such a declaration would be like such 

absurd: declarations as ‘one should sprinkle with Fire,’ ‘one should light 
with water’,—Then again, the connection between the word and its means 

` ing is not created by scriptural texts; in fact that connection is something 
eternal and is only learnt from ordinary usage ;—-as has been explained under 
Stira L. 1. 5.—* The relationship of the word with its meaning is eternal ’.— 


It might be argued that ‘sometimes the connection between a word is 


-actually created by verbal declarations, as is found in the case of such 
artificial names as Dévadatia, Yajñadatia and the like’.—There may be some 


case where a verbal declaration lays down the connection (between a word — 
and its meaning); but the sentence under consideration is not one laying . 
down any such connection as that ‘the term Indra is the name of the 
Garhapatya Fire.’ Under the circumstances, how could the word ‘indra’, 
whose meaning is well known, be taken to signify that. the Garhapatya Fire 
should be worshipped ;—it i is not possible. for a word expressive of one thing 


to signify another, ‘What can any direct declaration do in this matter?” 


Our answer to this is as- follows -Aven though the connection ia not. 


; created by verbal declarations, yet there. would be indication of Fire by reason of 
common propertie (Sh) Tiia i is 3 to SAY, even moren the sentence under 
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consideration has not the efficiency to lay down the connection between 
a word and its meaning, yet it is possible to have the Garhapatya Fire 
spoken of by means of the term ‘indra’ ;—how ?—by reason of common 
- properties; that is, the said indication (of Fire by the word * indra *) would be 
indirect; there are such indirect indications based upon the presence of 
common properties; for instance, in such expressions as ‘The Boy is Fire’, 
_ ‘ Dévadatta is a lion’ ;—similarly, the term ‘ indra’ could be applied to the 
Gdrhapatya Fire, which is not the God Indra (which is what is directly 
signified by the term ‘ indra’) ; but there is a point of resemblance between the 
Fire and the god Indra,—in the fact that the Garhapatya Fire helps in the 
accomplishment of the sacrifice, just as the god Indra does; or the point of 
resemblance may be that the term ‘indra’ is derived from. the root ‘indi’ 
(to be supreme),—and the Gérhapatya Fire also is supreme in regard to its 
own functions. Thus then, that (god) which is directly denoted by the term 
‘indra’ would indicate the Garhapatya Fire through similarity, or though the 


common property of being supreme ;—so that there would be no incongruity. 


at all. l 


E EEEE 


ADHIKARANA (3): M antras expressive of ‘ calling’ 
should be used in Calling. 


SUTRA (5). 


[PurvaraKsa|—‘So ALSO IN THE CASE OF THE ‘ CaLLING’,” 
IF THIS BE URGED [THEN THE ANSWER IS AS IN THE 
NEXT Strral]. 


. Bhasya. 


[We have dealt with the general rule that Mantras are to be used in accordance 
‘with their primary meaning,—and also with an exception to this rule. We now 
proceed to consider which special cases come under the general rule and which 
under the exception.] 


- There are the Darsha-piirnamdsa sacrifices, in connection with which we 
read — Haviskri thi iti triravaghnan Ghvayati’ —In regard to this there 
-arises the question—Is the mantra (‘ Haviskrt thi’) enjoined in connection 


Ti with the striking ? or does the striking indicate the time (for the Calling) ae 


Question—“ In what way can the manira be taken as enjoined in 

` connection with the striking ? And in what way can the striking indicate the i 

i time 1 . 

: Anewer—It the sentence is conei as.‘ Haviskrt hi-tti trih Son 
Ghvayati’, then the manira should be taken as enjoined in connection with — 


the striking [the meaning of the sentence being. ‘while striking with the 


mantra—O. Preparer of offering-materials, come!—he calls’];—-while if the 
‘construction is ‘Trih avaghnan dhvayati—havigkrt chiti’, then the time (of 
calling) would be indicated (by the striking) [the meaning of the sentence 
being—‘ while striking, he calls—O Preparer of offering-materials, come!?.] 
On the question here propounded, we have the following Pirvapaksa— | 
“ So also in the case of Calling (Si.) ;—i.e. just as the Aindri mantra is enjoin- 
‘ed in regard to the Garhapatya (as decided in the foregoing Adhikarana), so 
here also, the mantra is enjoined in regard to the striking. If this is done, - 
then the Direct Assertion of the Veda becomes followed; while if the other 


`.. gonstruction were adopted, then it would be necessary to have recourse to: 


indirect indication, and in that case the connection would be between the 
mantra and the time of striking, not between the mantra and the striking ; so 
that the mention of: calling” (“āhvayati’) would become & mere reference; 
` that the man should do the ‘ calling’ having been learnt from other sources, 


the present text would mean that ‘He who repeats the mantra—Haviskrt ëhi : 


does the calling’ ; ’; and under this. interpretation, the mantra would have to 


be taken as: indicating the siriking, through some property [thus involving 


recourse to indirect indication]. —From this it. follows that the Mantra should 
not be used i in caning a i 
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SUTRA (6). 
[SrppHAnta]—Ir Is NOT SO; IT 18 THE INJUNCTION OF TIME, [THE 
‘STRIKING ’] HAVING BEEN ALREADY ENJOINED (ELSEWHERE). 


Bhésya. 


‘Iti is not right to take the sentence as laying down the Manira in regard to 
the striking—* What then is the right view to take 7’—The right view is 
that it should be taken as laying down the time.—“* Why ?”’—-The sentence 
‘trih Ghvayati’ lays down the threefoldness of the calling :—if this same sen- 
tence were taken as laying down the mantra also, then, by reason of the 
sentence containing the injunction of more than one accessory detail, there 
would be a syntactical split. . Hence the construction should not be as 
‘ Haviskrt thi iti avaghnan, etc.’ [‘ while striking with the manira Haviskrt, etc. 
—he calls ’],—it should be as ‘avaghnan dhvayati’ [* while striking he calls 
with the mantra ']. 


Objection—* In this construction also, the sentence would contain the 
injunction of the Mantra, and also of the Fime,—so that there would be the 


same incongruity (of syntactical split).”’ 


` Answer—Not so; as a matter of fact, the Preparer of the Offering-mate- 
rials has to be called at the time of the striking,—because her presence is 
needed at the time; so that in the sentence in question the connection of © 


the calling is only referred to (not enjoined), and all that is enjoined is the 
threefold repetition [so that there is no syntactical split involved]. 


As for the argument that ‘the proposed interpretation involves the in- | 


congruity, that the word has to be taken as indirectly indicating the Time 
(which recourse to indirect indication cannot be right) ,”—our answer is that 


there is nothing wrong in this; because, in the first place, indirect indication 
is after all only an ordinary (secuiar) process [so that there is nothing 


inherently wrong in it];—and secondly, the Mantra, from its very form, 
is recognised as to be used for the calling (and as such needs no injunction) ; 
—so that the sentence in question contains only a reference to the Mantra; 
—as for the striking, that also is known to be already enjoined by another 
‘sentence [e.g ‘ Vrihin avahanti’, ‘strikes the corn for threshing’ ];—80 that 
in the sentence in question, the mention of this striking can very: well 
be taken as: indicating the time. From all this it follows that the Manira is 
to be used in the calling. ae 


SUTRA (7). 
BECAUSE THE | PROPERTY is NON- EXISTENT. 


_ Bhäşya. 


This sūtra a to. be explained alter sabe. a few preliminary nek 
from the Pirvapakgin)—“ Why 
: mn the name > Paan piori be taken as ignifying the act of striking itself? ` : 
AS. (of th in the process of threshing) a 
es eae. to he. premarin oF the off ring material, and as such it can be called 


A words (presenting the following. argumet 


= 


5 ‘ piers Prepar. of the offerin z Fale Whet 9 would be gained by 
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this ?—The advantage would be that the mantra ‘ Haviskrt, etc.’ in that case, 
by its very form, would be recognised as to be used at the siriking; so that 
all that would be left to be enjoined by the sentence in question would be 
the threefold repetition; and thus there would be no syntactical split.” 

The answer to this is given in the Sitra—Because the property is non-exis- 
tent; —the indirect indication of the act of striking (by the term ‘haviskrt- 
cannot be possible. Asa matter of fact, the act of striking cannot understand 
that it is being ‘called’; so that any ‘calling’ of it would serve only an invi- 
sible (transcendental) purpose ; while in the case of the sacrijicer’s wife (who, 
according to the Siddhdnia, is the Haviskrt, Preparer of the offering mate- 
rials), the ‘calling’ serves a visible purpose (the lady coming up actually 
helps in the performance).—For this reason also, the Mantra is not to be 
used in connection with the striking. 


SUTRA (8). 
ALSO BECAUSE THERE IS AN INDICATIVE TEXT. 
Bhasya. 


There is an indicative text also (pointing to the same conclusion)— 
‘Vagvai haviskrt vdchaméva état Ghvayati’ (Cf. Shatapatha. Bra. 1. 1. 4. 11). 
. [Where Vak, speech, is spoken of as the ‘ Haviskri’|; as a matter of fact, 
there is no similarity between speech and the act of striking (which latter, 
- according to the opponent is the Haviskrt); while between speech and the 
~ saerificer’s wife, there is a distinct similarity,—the wife is a female, and the 


_-word ‘ Vak’ (speech) also is of the Feminine Gender; the act of striking, on — 
the other hand; is neither Feminine, nor Masculine, nor Neuter.—‘‘For | 
striking also there is a word in the Feminine Gender—in the shape of the _ 


word * Kriya’ (act).”’——Our answer to this is that the word expressive of the 

act of striking isnot always necessarily of the Feminine Gender; there is the 
word § avaghita’ (which means striking), which isin the Masculine Gender ; 
there is also the word ‘Karma’ (act), which is in the Neuter Gender.— 
Further, the similarity of the wife to the Vak is in her own form (the lady 
herself being a female), while that of the act of striking, is though a foreign 
element in the shape of the word expressive of that act.—For all these rea- 
sons, the Gender is more compatible if the wife (and not the striking) is 
eenen as the ‘ Havigkrt’. : 


i SUTRA (9). 


ens iF THE SENTENCE WERE TAKEN AS LAYING DOWN THE 
MANTRA IN CONNECTION WITH THE ‘STRIKING ’,—IT WOULD 
‘BE REPUGNANT r (ro. OTHER. INJUNCTIONS). 


- Bhāşya.. $: 


-If the ‘Mantra’ ‘in ‘cesta: were taken. to: be an foiied a aa to be ased in 
connbobton with striking, it would be repugnant to other injunctions ;—such 
- as (a) ‘Apahatam raksa ityavahanti’, (by $ Apahatā yätudhänă ityavahanti? a 
Talite other mantras are distinetly enjoined a as to be used in sonneotion:. with 


T araail eta, 
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striking]. Now these injunctions would be disobeyed in the event of the 
manira ‘Havigkrt éhi’ being used in connection with the striking.—For this 
reason also, the striking should be taken as indicating the time (of the Call- 
ing), and the Mantra also should be taken as to be used in connection 
with the Calling. s i l 


ADHIKARANA (4): The Mantras speaking of acts like the 
: Agniviharana’ should be used in connection 
with those same acts. 


SOTRA (10). 
So ALSO WITH ‘RISING’ AND ‘GIVING VENT’, 
Bhdsya. 


‘In connection with the Jyotistoma, we read—(a) ‘ Uttisthan anvaha-agni- 
dagnin vihara’; and also ‘ Vratam krnuta—iti vacham vierjasi ' (Taitti. Sarh. 
6. 1. 4. 4). 

In regard to these texte, there arises the quaationsAre the two mantras 
enjoined here in connection with the two acts of (a) rising and (b) giving vent 
to speech? Or are these acts mentioned only as indicating the time (for the 
repeating of the Mantras) ? 

The present Sitra applies to the present case the principle arrived at in 
the foregoing Adhikarana; so that the Pūrvapaksa of the previous Adhi- 
karana should be the Piirvapakea here, and the Siddhanta arrived at there 
should be accepted as the Siddhanta here also. 

According to the Parvapaksa then, the meaning of the two sentences 
would be—(a) ` While rising with the mantra, Agnidagnin vihara he 
© says’, and (b) ‘He gives vent to speech with the mantra, Vratam krnuta’. 


“According to the Siddhanta on the other hand,—inasmuch as the acts of | 
ising and giving vent do not possess the qualifications mentioned in the 
mantras, the meaning of the two sentences should be—(a) ‘ While rising, he 


‘repeats the mantra Agnidagnin vihara’, and (b)," While repeating the manira 
Vratam krnuia, he gives vent to speech’, 

The Pirvapaksa interpretation is supported by Syntactical Connection, 

while the Siddhdnia view is supported by Indicative Power [and Indicative 
- Power is always more authoritative than Syniactical Connection]. 

(a) Even if the mantra ‘ Agnidagnin vihara’. were somehow capable of 
expressing the act of rising, on the basis of the fact that Fire becomes bright- 
ened by the act of rising and it is the Fire that is ‘carried over’,—{so that 
the term ‘agnid’ in the mantra, literally meaning agniridhyaté anéna, would 

signify the act of rising ],—and (b) even if the mantra < Vratam krnuia’ were 
somehow. capable of expressing the act of giving vent to speech,—the repeat- 
- ing of the mantra could serve a transcendental purpose only ; hence the two 


mantras cannot be regarded as meant to be repeated in connection with the. 


acts of rising and giving vent respectively. [What is meant is. that, inas- 


much as Rising and Giving Vent do not possess the qualifications spoken 


of in the: mantras, these latter could not i bo used in connection with those 
acts. —Tantravartika—Trans., p. 1069.) 
If the mantras were taken. as to be used in connection ith the acts. of 
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Rising and Giving Vent,—this would set aside another Mantra which has 
been enjoined—viz. the mantra ‘ Yah pashiinam rsabho vichah, ete.’ 

Lastly, if the mantras were enjoined i in connection with the acts of Rising 
and Giving Vent, then they could serve a transcendental purpose only; on the 
other hand, if they were used as directions (addressed to the priests concern- 
ed), they would serve a visible purpose. 

For these reasons,.in this case, the right course would be to have 

recourse to indirect indication [and take the mantras as to be addressed 
to the priests at the time of ‘rising’ and ‘ giving vent to speech’}. 


ADHIKARANA (5): The ‘ Siktavika’ Mantra is to be 
used in the * Prastara-praharana’, ‘Throwing-in 
of the Grass-bundle’ 


SUTRA (11). 


[PorvapaKksa]— In toe SOKTAVAKA-MANTRA THERE IS INJUNCTION 
OF TIME, AS IT IS SUBSERVIENT no, THE PURPOSES 
OF SOMETHING ELSE.’ 


Bhasya. 


In connection with the Darsha-ptirnamasa we read—‘ Siiktawdkénag pras- 
taram praharati’ [the mantra beginning with ‘Idam dyivdprithivi bhadra- 
mabhit’ (Tai. Bra. 3. 4. 10. 1) is called ‘ Stiktavaka’; a handful of kusha- 
grass is called ‘prastara’; its ‘praharana’ consists in its being thrown into 
_ the Fire}. 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Is the Sitktavaka enjdined 
in reference to the Throwing-im of the grass-bundle? or do we have here 


an indication of the time ? 


On this question, we have the following Pirvapaksa :-—“ The sentence 
_ should be. taken as indicating the time;—why ?—because the Siktavaka 
is for the purpose of pointing out the Deity, and as such cannot have any 
connection with the Throwing-im of the Grass-bundle,—and the grass-bundle 
--ds for the purpose of being used as a receptacle for the Sruks (ladles); [so 
-o that this also can have no connection with the Stkiavaka ;—and thus the 
two being independent of one another, neither of them could be treated as 
an auxiliary to the other.]”’ 


SUTRA a2). 


NEE REALITY, THE SENTENCE SHOULD BE TAKEN AS AN 
INJUNCTION. (OF THE MANTRA IN REFERENCE TO THE THROWING- 
Fe IN); BECAUSE THE NAME ‘ YAJYA’ COULD NOT BE APPLIED TO 
THE MAN" (RA HAPHAZARDLY—(WITHOUT REASON). 


Bhasya. 


The sentence should be taken as an injunction of the mantra (Stiktavaka) 


in reference to the Throwing-in of the grass-bundle; it is only when this is done 
‘that the meaning comes to be what is actually declared through Direct 
‘Aasertion, by the Instrumental ending in the word ‘Suktavakéna’;—if the 


sentenco were taken in any other sense, it would involve indirect indication, i 
=the meaning being that ‘one ‘should throw-in the grass-bundle at the 


time indicated by the Siiktavaka’ Further, it is only when the sentence is 


` taken- as enjoining the mantra in reference to the Throwing-in of the grass- 


moe ag 


bundle that the name. ‘ Yajya? ‘becomes o ppuan to the Siiktaviika ; oe 
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for the Siktavdka can be ‘ Yajyd’ (a sacrificial auxiliary) only if it is to be 
used in connection with an offering, and in the case in question. the grass- 
bundle is an offering (that is thrown into the fire with the Sdktavdka. 


manira). 
SUTRA (13), 
AS FOR THE POINTING OUT OF THE Darrres, THE MANTRA SERVES 
THAT PURPOSE ALSO, BY REASON OF THE CONNECTION OF THOSE 
. DEITIES (WITH THE ACT OF ‘ OFFERING’). 
Bhasya. 


It has been argued (by the Puarvapaksin) that the Siktavika is capable 
of pointing to the deity, not of being used in connection with the “ Throwing- 
in of the grass-bundle ”.—Our answer to this is as follows :—It is not impossible 


for the manira pointing to a deity to be used in connection with the 


Throwing-in; the Throwing-in is a form of sacrifice, and the Deity of that 
sacrifice is pointed out by the mantra ;—so that the connection between 
the two is clear—As a matter of fact, we find that the actual words of 
the. mantra— Agniridam havirajusatavivrdhata’, (Taitti. Bré. 3. 5. 10. 2; 


Shata. Bra. 1. 9. 1. 9) mention the deity Agni;—then come the words ‘ dshd- 
-ë yam yajamanah’ (Taitti. Bra. 3.5. 10.4; Shata. Bra. 1.3. 1.12), which go on | 
to mention the several things that the sacrificer hopes for, and then concludes—_ 


‘yadanéna havisé äshäste tadasya syat’ (Shata. Bra, 1.9. 1. 16) ;—these words 
point to the grass-bundle as the offering-material and Agni and the rest as the 


particular deities of the offering; thus (by virtue of this connection between — 
the deities and the grass-bundle) the throwing-in (of the Bundle) becomes 


an act of sacrifice; and hence it is quite possible for the. grass-bundle 


to be ‘thrown-in’ (i.e. offered in sacrifice) with the Sakta-vika-mantra,—if 


the act of ‘throwing-in’ is a sacrifice and of this sacrifice Agni and the 
rest are the deities—Thus even when the Sikiavdka: is. connected. with 
the act of Throwing-in, ib is quite possible for it to serve the purposes of the 
Deity.—If there were only the words ‘ agniridam havirajusatavivrdhata’ ,— 


- and. the other words ‘dshdsté ’yam yajamanah’, ete. were not there,—then 
the sentence would have ended with the declaration that ‘Agni and the ; 
other deities are to be sacrificed to’, without any other desired. factor ; as, 
however, there are the other words also— dshdste ’ yam yajamanal’, ete.—the 
full meaning of the sentence comes to be that ‘ Agni and other deities are 


sacrificed to with Cake and other substances,—and that whatever else the 


sacrificer desires, he would obtain by means of the. gga ha (thrown: 
in).* l 


* The sense of this is that, “even bataie: the words ‘Siktavahena pprastaram 
oe praharati’, , it is found that a portion of the Siktavaka- mantra itself is capable ; 


of connecting: it with. the offering in. “question, Though the indicative power 


of the mantra is equally ‘applicable ‘to all kinds of offering-materials, yet, on- 
the strength of the Direct Assertion in q i 
1 must, be taken. as referring to. the _grase-bundle. —Or it may be that: from the 
$ very beginning, ti the. word ‘ idam’ refers to the > grass-bundle for the simple reason 


x uestion, the words ‘yadanéna havigā, ote.’ 
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Objection—~ Even though all these words are there, the sentence should 
be taken as ending in the pointing out of the Deities,_the meaning being 
that ‘Agni and the other deities have been sacrificed to with Cake and 
other things,—and from this same act the Sacrificer would obtain whatever 
else he may desire, in the shape of longevity and the like’.” 

Answer.—Ilf the mantra is connected both ways (with the act of Throw- 
ing-in and with the pointing out of the deity), it should be used in connec- 
tion with the act of Throwing-in, and this would not interfere with the indi- 
cative power of the mantra (pointing out the deity), and it would also be 
compatible with the indications of Syntactical Connection. 

Or, we may take the words ‘ Agniridam havirajugata’ as referring to the 
grass-bundle itself as the ‘havi’ (offering-material); so that the pronoun 
‘idam’, which refers to the factor in close proximity to. it, becomes quite 
compatible. 


SUTRA (14). 
c THE ACTION IS OF THE NATURE OF ‘ DISPOSAL’ [HENCE THE MANTRA 
COULD NOT BE AN AUXILIARY TO IT],’’—IF THIS BE 
URGED, [THEN THE ANSWER IS THAT] LIKE THE 
‘SVISTAKRT’ OFFERING, IT COULD BE THE 
SANCTIFICATION OF BOTH. | 
[This sūtra has been taken as two separate Sütras in the Tantravartika where it 


is remarked that this splitting up of the Sitra into two has been indicated by all- 
old teachers, ] 


_ Bhasya. 


The following argument might be urged (by the Opponent)— —* The | 
grass-bundle having been used for the depositing of the Sruks, the act of 
throwing ùt in would be of the nature of ‘ disposal’ [and hence neither the 
mantra nor the deities could be auxiliary to it].” : 
"The answer to this is that i would be Like the Svistakyt ; BTA is to say, 
in the case of the Svigtakrt, it is found that out of the Cake that has been. 


used at the (Darshapiirnamdasa) sacrifice, the Svistakrt-offering is made, *- 


on the strength of the injunction to that effect;—and this Svigtakré 
offering ‘is of the nature of a ‘sacrifice’, as well as of the nature of the 
‘disposal’ of the Cake-remnant ;—similarly in the case in question, by the . 
offering of the ‘ grass-bundle’, there would be a ‘disposal’ of the bundle that 
“has been used, as well as an act of ‘sacrifice’ would be accomplished. So 
that there is nothing incongruous in the Siddhanta view. In fact, when a 
substance is ‘ disposed of’, then also there is a ‘giving away’ (offering) ;— 
80 that it follows that the substance is directly ‘disposed of’, and at the; 


same time an act of ‘sacrifice’ is accomplished, on the strength of the dis. | 


inet r injunotion ms Prastaram i praharait’) —Thus then, we conclude that. the 


that the other materials-Cake ‘aad ae yest arè not there at the time. —Thus 
- there can be nothing incongruous in the Siktavaka being used in connection with. 
— the Throwing-in of the Pane Delonte ees + pp. 1075- 1076. 
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i Stiktavaka is the mantra to be used in connection with the act of ‘Throw- 
© ingin’. at 

[Kumarila suggests two other interpretations of the Sitra--for which see 
Pantravartika—Trans., pp. 1076-1077.]. 
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ADHIKARANA (6): The Saktava ka~mantras are to 
be used in accordance with their significations. 


SUTRA (15). 


[PŪRVAPAKŞA]—“ THE ENTIRE SET OF SUKTAVIKA-MANTRAS IS TO 
BE USED AT BOTH THE SACRIFICES; BECAUSE IT HAS BEEN 
ENJOINED AS ONE COMPOSITE WHOLE.” 


Bhésya. 


In connection with the Darshapirnamisa, we read—  Saiktavakéna 
prastaram praharati’ [‘ With the siikiavaka, he throws-in the grass-bundle °), 
—In regard to this, there arises the question—Is the entire Siktavdka to be 
used at the Pairnamdsi sacrifice’, and the entire one again at the Amd- 
väsyä sacrifice? Or, are parts of it to be extracted and used according 
to the signification of each manira (composing the Stktavaka) ? 

l On this, we have the Pūrvapaksa stated in the Sütra—‘ The entire set is 
to be used at both the sacrifices;—why so ?—~because it is the entire body — 
of the particular mantras that is. named ‘siktavéka’; so that if even a _ 
'. single word were omitted; it would cease to be ‘ stiktavaka’,—and the act of 
Throwing-in done in that case would not have been done ‘ with the siikiavaka’. — 
Hence the entire Süktavāka should be taken as to be used at both the 


a sacrifices.”’ 


SUTRA (16). 


[Srppxinta|]——IN REALITY, THE MANTRAS SHOULD BE USED IN 
ACCORDANCE WITH THEIR SIGNIFICATION ; BECAUSE THEY ARE 
SANOTIFICATOBY OF WHAT IS AN AUXILIARY. 


Bhdasya., 


Those manira-texts that indicate the deities of the Paurnamasi sacrifice 
should. be used at the Paurnamdsi sacrifice,—not at the Amdvasyd 
sacrifice; similarly, those that indicate the deities of the Amdvdsyd sacrifice 
should be used at the Amdvasya sacrifice,—not at the Paurnamdsi sacrifice ; 
It has been explained (under 3. 2. 2) that Mantras help in the 
sacrifice only by “ sanctifying’ something that is auxilary to. that 
a -sacrifice—not in any other way; hence mantras should be used only at that 
i sacrifice to which they render: such a help. Consequently it is not right. 
that the entire set of ‘ stiktavdka’ > mantras should be used at- the 
: Paurnamasi Poa: or that the entire set should be used at the Arenas 
sacrifice, = ee a l 
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SUTRA (17). 


Ir IT BE URGED THAT “ON THE STRENGTH OF THE INJUNCTION 
[THE WHOLE SHOULD BE USED. AT BOTH]”—([THEN THE 
ANSWER IS AS IN THE FOLLOWING SŪTRA].. 


E | Bhasya. — 


Siiktavaka’; and even if a single word were omitted in the mantras, the 
Throwing-in would not be done ‘with the Siktavéka’, as what has been 
enjoined is the use of the entire set of the Sakiavika.”—The answer to this 
is given in the following Stira :-— 


SUTRA (18). 


| THE TERM ‘ENTIRE’ IS IN REFERENCE TO BOTH (SACRIFICES) TAKEN 
TOGETHER ; AS THE CONTEXT (OF BOTH) IS THE SAME. 


- Bhdsya. 


< The term ‘entire’ (when used in the expression ‘the entire Sikiavaka 
should be used’) must be taken in reference to what is done at the 
` Paurņnamāsī and the Amédvdsyd taken together,—because the context 
belongs to both these’ sacrifices; so that when the Sūktaväka is used at 


_ the Amdavasya)—the entire Siiktavaka becomes used. 
Objection (to this presentation of the Siddhanta)—*« This explanation is 
not right; factors dependent upon something else (and hence incom plete in 


serine aaa: 


in fact, it is not the Procedure that is declared (in the Vedic texts) as to be 
qualified by those factors; it is those factors themselves that are taken as 
qualified by the Procedure.—Why so ?—Because Actions are not enjoined in 
reference to the Procedure; they are enjoined in reference to the Result; 


the entire Procedure is equally circumstanced (in reference to the Actions 
composing the Darshapirnamdsa), it cannot be understood which part of 
the Procedure is enjoined in reference to which particular Action, and i is not 


maniras of the. Siktavaka) have been laid down as helping the action,— 
: {b}. because the entire Procedure i is equally circumstanced in relation to. the 
: action,—(c) because there is the ‘direct declaration. ( with the: Siktavadka, 


the. actions concerned, as take 


-26 


There is the following argument of the Pūrvapakgin—“ There is the © 
injunction in the form that ‘one throws-in the grass-bundle with the- 


both together,—in parts (one part at the Paurnamdsi and another ab. 


themselves) cannot have any connection with the procedure (of a sacrifice); . 


the Procedure itself is enjoined in reference to the Actions. Now, as 
‘enjoined in reference to which other—Thus then, (a) because all (the 


‘he. throws- in the grass-bundle’),—(d) because the ‘indication of the Con-. 
text is equally applicable to. all;—the entire Context belongs to. each of. 
independently by itself, not as. along 
| with the other action. Consequently, it follows that the entire Sitktanaka 
has been. enjoined ‘in reference | to each ot the actions (composing the 5 
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` Darshapiirnamdasa) ; so that even if the two primary actions (thée.Paurnamdsi 
sacrifice and the Amdvdasyd sacrifice) are separated, it is the Siktavaka 
in its entirety that has to be used at each of them. —Hence even those 
words (of the Saiktavéka-mantra texts) that have no bearing upon either 
of those sacrifices have got to be used, and (though having no direct visible 
bearing upon the action) they would serve some sort of a transcendental 
purpose ;—all this is on the strength of the injunction that ‘ one should throw- 
in the grass-bundle with the Stiktavaka-mantra’ ;* certainly no burden 
ean be too heavy for a Vedie Injunction. In fact, even those words 
may, through some quality or the other, serve the purpose of indicating 
the deities (pertaining to the sacrifice concerned).”’ l i 
In regard to this last assertion, what we have to say is that it is 
not right. It has already been explained (under 3. 2. 1), that Mantras have 
-to be used according to their direct meaning, not according to. their 
indirect meaning. Being meant, as they are, to be sanctificatory, they 
‘may have to be moved away from their Context, but they cannot. be 
taken as making any indications indirectly (through the presence of some 
quality). 
“What answer have you got to the arguments that have been set 
forth in support of the view that the entire Stiktavaka should be used 
at each of the two sacrifices 2° 
Coo Owr answer is as follows :—The entire Siktawdka is not one sentence; 
it consists, in fact, of many sentences; of these, those sentences that speak. 
of the principal deities appear in the middle, while of those other words 
that are such as are applicable in common to several sentences, some 
appear before and some after the aforesaid sentences (speaking of the 
principal deities).—For instance, sentences speaking of the principal deities 
are the following—(a) < Agniridam havirajupatdvivrdhata maho jyayokrta 
7 {Taitti. Bra, 3. 5. 10. 2),—(b) ‘ Agnisomavidam havirajugstamavivrdhetam ’ ¿— 
now the common words preceding each of these mantras are ‘Idam dyava- 
ne prithivi, ete’, and those coming after each are ‘ asyamrdhét, etc.’—Now every 
“one of these sentences is entitled to be called ‘ Saktavdka’, because it con- 
tains a good- declaration (sikia-vachana) {in that it indicates deities]; and 
nothing ‘useful is spoken of by all the sentences taken as one composite whole. 
_ Hence this composite whole cannot be regarded as ‘ Stikiavéka’. Nor is any 
such composite whole directly helpful in the sacrifice. As for the singular 
number used,—in such expressions as ‘ Stikiavdko vartaté’,—it is due to 
the fact that all the Saktavdkas form a single class or group, which is one 
only; ; hence the ‘injunction that ‘one should throw-in the grass-bundle with 
the Stikiavaka* ‘would be strictly obeyed if the grass-bundle were thrown-in. 
with any one of the said several Sikiavakas. Thus it is that there is no 
Siuktavaka consisting of a composite whole (made up of the several sen- 
tences).—Under the circumstances, if those words which speak of the deities ` 
of the Amäväsyā sacrifice are not used. at the Paurnamasi. sacrifice, ‘the | 
Sukiavaka itself does not become rejected by that omission ; as in this ` 
“ease what happens is that. what is. indicated by the Context is set aside 
by what is indicated by the Indicative. power (ot the eee: and itis only 
right that this shona her 80. 
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From all this it follows that the Süktavāka should be: split up and then 
used at the Paurnamasi sacrifice and at the Amévasyd sacrifice. 


[Kumarila is not satisfied with this presentation of the Siddhania ; he 
has suggested another and a simpler ean: Ae which see Taniravartika 
—Trans., pp. 1083—1085.] 


ApHrKaARANA (7): The Kamya ‘ yajya-anuvikyas’ are to be 
used only at those sacrifices that are declared to be 
conducive to the fulfilment of definite desirable 
results. 


SUTRA (19). 


On account oF ‘INpIcATIVE POWER’, ‘ORDER OF SEQUENCE’ AND 
‘NAME’, THE INJUNCTION IN QUESTION SHOULD BE TAKEN 
AS RELATED TO THE SACRIFICES DECLARED TO BE 
CONDUCIVE TO DESIRABLE RESULTS. 


Bhasya. 


There is a section of the Veda wherein the Kdémya Yiijya-Anuvikyds— 
consisting of the verses ‘ Indragni rochand divah’, etc. (Mai. Sarh. 4, 10. 4)— 
‘ Pravarsanibhyah, etc.’ (Mai. Sarn. 4. 10. 4)— Indrdgninavatim purah, ete.’ 

(Mai. Sam. 4. 10. 5)—‘ Shlathadortiram, etc.’ (Mai. Barn. 4. 10. 5, also 
= Katha. Sam. 4. 15), and so forth—appear in a certain order.—Then we 
have certain Kamya sacrifices also (mentioned in a definite order),—such as— 


ot ' (a) * Aindragnamétkddashakapalam nirvapēt yasya sajata viydyuh’, (b): Ain- 


dragnamékidashakapalam nirvapët bhranvyavdn’, (c) * Agnayé vaishvdnaraya 
. dvddashakapdlam nirvapét rukkdmah’. (d)* Agnayë vaishvdnardya dulidasha- 
kapdlam nirvapét sapatnumabhidrosyan’, and so forth. ae 
‘Now, in connection with the said Yajyd- -Anunvakyas, ‘there arises the: 


i question—Is the couplet of Yajyammakyas connected with the name of the 


deity Indra-Agri to be used in connection with all those sacrifices that are 
offered to that deity Indra-Agni? Or only at the one particular sacrifice to 
TIndra-Agni which has been enjoined in the sentence just quoted (a) ?— 
| Similarly with the Ydajyd-Anuodkyds connected with the deity Vaishvdnara. 
On this question, we have the following Pirvapaksa:-~ _ 
| Phe Yajyd-Anuvakyds are to be used at every one of those sadfa 
that are connocted with the deities, Indra-Agni, Vaishuinara, Agni-Soma or 
Jdtawedisa.--Why so ?-~Because of the indicative potency of the Mantras 
concerned. — But. the Order of Sequence and the Name would. restrict the ` 
Yajya-Anwnikyds to sacrifices to particular. deities’.-—True; but even so, 
Indicative Power would always reject the indications of Order and Name.” 
Against this Parvapaksa, we have the following Siddhanta:—On account — 
of. ‘Indicative Power’, ‘Order: of Sequence’ and ‘Name’, the Yajyd- 
Anuviikyds iu question should. be used in connection with those same Kamya 
sacrifices which are men tioned in the texts quoted ;—the ‘ indicative power”. 
and the ‘order’ of the. Ya Gjya- Anuvikyais are the same as those of the said... 
sacrifices; from which “it: follows, iat they are auxiliaries to these same 
sacrifices. final He cond 8 
But it has been pointed out that Indicative Power is more authorita. 
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tive (than Order and the rest; and the Indicative Power of the mantras 
connects them with all the sacrifices, not only with the Kdmya ones).” 

That is true; but in the case in question what is more authoritative 
is the Name; except through the indication of the ‘Name’, the Man- 
tras cannot be held to apply to the Kamya sacrifices, and not to the 
sacrifices mentioned elsewhere.—Why ?—Except. through the names 
(© Yajya’ and ‘ Anuvdkyd’), we cannot recognise even the fact of the mantras 
being Ydjyd-Anwvadkyd; (so that it being still unknown what the verses 
are for), how could the Yajyd-Anwedkya become. connected - with other 
sacrifices ?—The Name (* Yajyd-AnuvakyG’) itself indicates that it is only 
the Kamya mantras—and not all verses—that can be recognised as 


‘ Yajyd-Anuvadkyd’. If no heed is paid to the Name, then the Mantras — 


are not Yajya-Amuwikyd; if heed is paid to the Name, then the Mantras 
must be only the Kdmya ones; inasmuch as the section in which the mantras 
appear is called the ‘ Yajydnuvakyd-Kdnda’. 


Question—‘* Why does the Sūtra speak of both—(1) Indicative Power ` 


and Order, and also (2) Name?” [** The fact of the mantras being connected 
with the Kdmya sacrifices is proved by Indicative Power helped by Order; 
or the very Name only is enough to prove the same conclusion.. Why then 
should both have been put forward 1—Tantravartika—Trans., p. 1087]”’. 
Answer—-There are such sacrifices as the (a) the Paihikrtéya, and (b) the 
 Vrdtapatiya; and at these, there is room for the use of two sets of maniras 
—(1) the Sémidhéni verses and (2) the Yajsydnuvadkyd verses. If the Sūtra 


had put forward only ‘Indicative Power and Order’; then it would be 
_ possible for the Yäjyänuväkyā verses to be used in place of the Sämidhëmi . 


verses, as such use would be pointed out by the Indicative Power of the 


mantras. [This anomaly is avoided. by mentioning ‘Name’ also, which — 


restricts the Yajyanuvakyd-mantras to their own sphere.] 
Question—“ Why then should’ ‘Indicative Power’ and ‘Order’ be 
mentioned [when the necessary conclusion is established by Name only]? ” 
Answer—{Ift Indicative. Power and Order had not been added, and 
‘reliance were placed upon Name only, then] in that case, all the verses 
would be used for the purposes of the Yajyd-Anuvdkyd, and none would be 
used for the purposes of the Sdmidhéni. If, however, the purposes of the 
Yajyd-Amwdkyd are accomplished through Name, and also through Indi- 
-eative Power and Order,—then the use of the mantras with the Sdmidhénis 
becomes possible. For instance, after the place (in. the order of sequence) 
of the Agni-Varuni sacrifice has been passed over,—and that of the Somd- 


raudri sacrifices has not yet come up,—there come in certain verses called’ 
-t Manoh rchah’, which, in connection with the Sa&midhént verses, are called. 
<4 Dhay yy aad two such. i Dhayya verses come to be assumed in this 


“manner. 


“Thus it. is necessary that the Sttra should mention both (Indication ni 


‘Power and Order and Name).. 


[There would have been no met for -ahiontionitig ‘all the ‘three: i if the mantras 


: sueakive of the deities of the sacrifices | were exactly the same. in number as the 
: sacrifices themselves ; as a matter of. fact, however, we find that, in the order of the 
3 sacrifice which has a deity other than i: Agni, and vnih has a Taiya- Anua Ryg ini 


imine 
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keeping with itgelf,—there are certain mantras actually pertaining to Agnt;—if 
these were to be used according to the Name only, then they would come to be 
‘used in connection with the functions of the Yzjyā (in connection with deities other 
than Agni).—Such use of the mantras is not possible; (1) because there is difference 
in the Indicative Power (of the verses indicating deities other than Agni), and (2) 
because the application of the mantras pertaining to Agni would be set aside by 
the other mantras which are indicative of those same other deities. Thus then, if 
the use’ of the mantras rested upon Name only, then the mantras pertaining to 
Agni would not be used at all.—If, however, we admit the force of Indicative Power 
and Order also in controlling the use of the mantras, then,—after the Name 
_ (‘ yājyā’) will have ceased functioning, after having pointed out the fact of the 
mantras being connected. with a sacrifice, ‘y@ga’, the precise use of the 
mantras will be determined by their Indicative Power and Order; and in this 
manner, the mantras pertaining to Agni would come to be used as ‘Samidhéni' 
montras.-The Bhisya shows 8 case where this. actually happens: Between the 
_Yajyfinuvakyas related to the Agni-Varuni sacrifices and those related to the 
Somaraudri sacrifices,—we find the Manu-verses; and yet these latter are used as 
‘ Dhayya’ verses of the Sémidhéni; [and this is possible only because we depend 
upon all the three~-Indicative Power, Order and Name,—and not upon Name - 
only].—If we did not admit the Order, and had only Indicative Power and Name, 
then there would be the anomaly that the firat mantra pertaining to Indra would 
be used at the second sacrifice, which is to Indra-Agni; when however Order steps 
_in, the first mantra becomes connected with the First sacrifice, the second with the 
second and so forth; because as the order becomes operative before the Name, 
it controls the Indicative Power also; so that there is no chance for the connecting 
‘of the mantras with any sacrifices not in keeping with the Order of Sequence.— — 
Tantravartika —Trans., pp. 1088-1089,] | | 


ADHIKARANA (8): At the ‘Upasthana’ of the Agnidhra, 
the mantras to be used must be those appearing in the 
same Context. 


SUTRA (20). 


[PŪRVAPAKŞA]—“ WHEN MANTRAS ARE ENJOINED IN A CERTAIN CONNEC- 
| TION, THAT INJUNCTION SHOULD. INCLUDE THOSE THAT DO NOT 
APPEAR IN THE SAME CONTEXT; BECAUSE ALL ARE 
ENJOINED (AS AUXILIARY TO THE SACRIFIOE).” 


“Bhadsya. 


-.In connection with the Jyotistoma, we read— Agneyyad agnidhramu- 


patigthaté (cf. Taitti. Sarh. 3. 1. 6.1), Aindryd sadah, Vaisnavyd havirdhanam’ 
(Tai. Sarn. 3. 1. 6. 1) [With the Agnéyi verse, one approaches the Agnidhra,— 
with the Aindri verse, the Assembly-room,—with the Vaisnavi verse, the 


Havirdhana’).—In regard to this, there arises the question,—Is. the 
. approaching to be done with only those mantras indicative of the said deities © 
o that are found in the same Context? or are the mantras indicative of the - 
deities to be culled from the whole ten mandalas of the Rgveda (‘ Dashatayi’) 
- for being used at the Approaching ? 
On this question we have the following Parvapaksa:—* When in a 


certain connection (context), a mantra is enjoined, through its Indicative 


Power, it should be culled out of the Ten Mandalas; as the mantras in the wae 
Ten Mandalas are capable of being called by such names as ‘dgnéyi’ and the - 


rest (anyone of which names cannot be confined to the one particular manira 
appearing in the same context as the action in question); the particular one 
appearing in the same context is one that has been already used elsewhere in 


_ connection with another action [i.e. the main Jyotistoma sacrifice itself], and 
as such cannot be enjoined in connection with the action in question [i.e. the — 


act of Upasthina]; because, for mantras like those under consideration, it is 
not right that: what. has been enjoined once should be enjoined again.— 
‘ Mantras like what ?’—-What we mean is that when a mantra has been once 


enjoined in a qualified form, it cannot be enjoined again, in its unqualified . 
(general) form, through its Indicative Power. [For instance, if a certain 
‘Mantra speaking of Agni—viz. ‘ Agnirmirdhd, ete.’ —has been enjoined speei- - 
fically in its own special form, it cannot be enjoined again under the general - 
name of ‘Agneyi’; and yet this is exactly what would happen if, in the. 
‘sentence ‘ Agnéyya agnidhram upatigthate’, the term ‘dgnéyt’ were restric- 


ted to the one manira in the Context].— — Why so 1’—Because if the Indi- 


: -2 eative Power (through which it is meant to be enjoined) is taken. as: mention- : 
F ed aby. bess of are eee. the Mantra, then it could be sppeitied ay in. the. 


: Pe ann 8 this case, the Mantra cannot b o takon a as enjoined [as the potenoy p of 
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the injunctive word is taken up by the said specification]. On the other- 
hand, if the Indicative Power is taken as. enjoining the Mantra, then the 
sense of the injunction would be ‘ one does such and such an act by means 
of the mantra possessed of such and such Indicative Power’; and in this. 
latter case there would be no specification of any particular manira [and 
bence any Agneyi mantra might be taken up]. It is for this reason that 
wlien a mantra has been enjoined once in this manner, it is not right that 
there should be another injunction of it of the kind in question... From this 
it follows that all the maniras in the Ten Mandalas which are fonna to have 
the Indicative Power in question should be culled out for use.’ l 

Objection (against the Parvapaksa)—Through the force of the Context, 
the most reasonable course would be to adopt those same mantras that are 
found in the same context. 

Pirvapaksin s answer—‘‘ This cannot be; as Indicative Power is.more 
authoritative than Context.” [Tantravadrtika—Trans., p. 1092 notes that 
henceforward, in the present connection; the term. ‘linga’, ‘indicative 
power’ is to be taken in the sense ‘ Direct Assertion’ or Text, which is liter- 
ally connected with the particular deity ?] k 

Says the Parvapaksin’s Opponent—Indicative Power would set aside 
the Context only if there were conflict between the two; in the case in 
question, there is no such conflict; because if we accept the indication of . 
the context and adopt the one particular (Agnéyi) Mantra in the context . 
which contains the requisite indicative words also (containing, as it does, 


‘words expressive of the deity, Agni),—we do not, in any way reject the indi- ` a 
`: cations of the Indicative Power; if we adopted some such Mantra ‘in the 


- Context as did not contain the indicative word, then alone would. we have 
gone against Indicative Power :—but by doing what we do (i.e. by. adopting à 
“that mantra in the context which does contain the requisite Indicative 

words) we are following both, the Context as well as the Indicative Power. 

' The Pérvapaksin answers—“ It is not as you put it. What Indicative 
Power indicates is that the act in question may be done by any mantra in 
the Ten Mandalas (which possesses the Indicative words); so that all such 
Mantras contained in the Ten Mandalae can be spoken of as ‘ dgnéyi’ ~~ 
now this notion provided by Indicative Power is certainly rejected as wrong, 
if you follow the Context; that is, if you follow the Conteat (and thereby 
adopt only one Mantra as ‘dgnéyi’), you certainly reject the said indica- 
tion by Indicative Power as wrong; if you do not accept the Context (and 
apply the name ‘dgnéyi’ to all the Mantras in the Ten. Mandalas contain- 

.. ing the indicative words), then the notion derived from Indicative Power re: 
mains correct ;—thus there is a clear conflict (between Context and Indicative 
_ Power); and when there is a ı conflict, the Contes must be ee as the 
weaker of the two.” 
: Says the Parvapakgin’ 8 Öproneag LAN that: should be done i in course of. 

the action of Upasthina is that the condition of the presence of the indica- 
“tive words should be adhered to; ‘and. it is not necessary that we should. 
necessarily: admit any mantra. contained in the Ten. Mandalas ;—now if the 
mantra appearing in the Context is adopted, the said condition becomes 
entirely fulfilled. “On the other n hanid, if we adopt a mantra contained in. 
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the Ten M andalas, we set aside the particular manira appearing in the Contest, 
—without any such conflict (as would justify this exclusion)., Nor is there any 
conflict between the Context and Indicative Power; because the Context points 
out the individual (dgnéyi) mantra, while Indicative Power indicates the 


(Agnéyi) in general; and the individual is different from the Universal (or | 


General).—From all this it follows that the mantra adopted should be one 
that contains the indicative words and that appears in the Context. 

The Pirvapaksin’s answer—“ It is true that by adopting the mantra 
appearing in the context, the indication of Contezi is not infringed, and also 
that the indication of Indicative Power becomes honoured; but all the same 
the fact remains that a certain notion derived from Indicative Power—that 
“any manira in the Ten Mandalas, which contains the indicative word 
_ may be used ’—comes to be regarded as wrong.” 

‘Parvapaksin’s Opponent—As a matter of fact, no individual (Ggnéyi) 
verse is denoted by the term (‘dgnéyi’); why then should the said general 
notion be taken as rejected if a certain individual (agnéyi verse) is not 
adopted. [The general notion is that ‘Agnéyi Mantras should be used’; this 
general notion is not contravened if we adopt one particular Agnéyi Mantra 
and not adopt any other. }— 


The Pérvapaksin answers— We do not yet quite know whether what 


pertains to the case in question is, or is not, the generic character of contain- 


-ing the indicative word. What is clear is that the term (‘ dgnéyi) denotes 


-the deity by means of the Nominal Affix, by virtue of which the Deity | 
{so denoted) serves to indicate the particular Mantra; what helps in the 

sacrifice is any individual mantra, not the class ‘Mantra’; class also there is ` 
none other (in the case in question) than the deity; and it is this Deity that 


indicates that which helps in the sacrifice. It is, however, not known that the 


individual mantra to be used is this one, and not that other ;—and so long ; 


as the individual manira is not recognised as the one to be used, all those 
mantras should be admitted which contain the indicative word ;—so that 
the mantras in the Ten Mandalas would come to be recognised as to be 


used ; such being the case, it would be very wrong to reject these through. 


considerations of the Context (and use only that mantra which appears in 


the Context).—Even so, it is not only those appearing in the Ten Mandalas | 


that are to be used, —but that also may be used .which appears in the 
Context. ae 


The Opponent, ESE has been said above that the mantra that 
appears: in the context has been enjoined elsewhere for gome other purpose, i 


anid hence it could not be enjoined for any other purpose. 


The Pérvapaksin answers—“It is not necessary that the same mantra 
‘alone should be used for this other purpose ; in fact that same, as also: 


-others—which, resemble it in having the indicative words, m miy. pe med; 
and. thus there would be no incongruity.” Be 


‘The Opponent—There would be this incongruity that ‘oth, Indicate eae 


2 Power and Context, would not be foll 
: | Piirvapakgin— True, they woul | 
not deserve to be followed, for the imple. reason that what it indicates is 


o . zoniraty to. What. is indicated, by. the Indicative Power.—Then gein, itis: 


ot be followed + but the Content does z 


SENE 


410 SHABARA-BHASYA : 


not necessary that either the Indicative Power or the Context should be 
followed į in fact, though it is true that the activity of the agent tends to- 
wards what is indicated by these, yet it ig only when this is recognised as. 
something fruitful that the agent betakes himself to that activity [and not 
merely because the action has been indicated by Indicative Power or by 
Context or by both].”’ 

Question—W hat if this be so? 

Pirvapaksin— The effect of this is that the Indicative Power is not 
followed in any case; so that there would be no activity towards anything 
else that may be indicated by that Power. 

«From all this it. follows that the mantras in the Ten Mandalas should 
be admitted.” 

SUTRA (21). 


[SIDDHÄNTA]—IN REALITY, ONLY THAT MENTIONED IN THE 
CONTEXT (ARE TO BE ADMITTED); BECAUSE OF THE 
- CONTEXT AND OF REASONS. 


Bhasya. 


‘That mentioned in the context’—i.e. the mantra that which is spoken of 
in the Context of the Jyotistoma—should be admitted ;—why ?-—because of 
the Context and of reasons ;—i.e. the said mantra is what is indicated by the 
Context, and it is only right that the indication of the Context should be - 
- accepted.— Why so ?—It would not be right to take the sentence in question. 
as. laying down merely the fact of the mantra having some sort of a fane- 


tion to. perform in connection with the. Jyotigtoma: because this general pe 


connection of the mantra with that sacrifice is already known from, other 
sources [i.e. by the direct enunciation of the mantras. to be used. at the 
Jyotistoma sacrifice—says the Fantravdrtika]; the sentence may, however, be 
_ taken as laying down the particular purpose to be served by the manira in 
connection with the sacrifice,—because as yet, the fact of the mantra serving ` 
that particular purpose is not known; [so that what the sentence means is. 
that at the Upasthana only those agnéyt mantras are to be used that are 
“connected with the J yotigioma—says the Tantravartika]. Such being the 
case, if the indications of the Context were entirely ignored, and the sen- 
tence were taken as laying down any (Agnéyi) mantra contained in the Ten 
Mandalas,—there would be a syntactical split; as in that case the sentence 
-would have to be construed as— one should do the Upasthdna of the Agni- 
dhra,—and that with a mantra containing sach and such indicative words’. 


“SUTRA (22). 


Tar INJUNCTION WOULD BE PURPOSELESS, —AS THERE WOULD BE 
NO CONNECTION WITH ANY TRING FRUITFUL; BECAUSE THE 
ves UrasrHana re 18 Nor FRUITFUL. 


- Bhäşya. 


Saya the Tae on the strength of the indication of the Content, 
any Agnéyi mantra may be taken as a belpal to ‘the Jyotistoma”. o 


| 
| 
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Tf the sentence in question is taken as asserting the connection between 
the act of Upasthdna and the Jyotistoma sacrifice, then the sentence might 
be taken as laying down the act of Upasthéna in connection with the J yotis- 


toma ; and in that case, on the strength of the Context, it might be possible. 


‘to take the two factors [(@) ‘should do the Upasthana,’—(b) and ‘ that with 
dgnéyi mantras’] as syntactically connected and forming ‘one sentence’.— 
When, however, the sentence is taken as asserting the connection of the 


mantra with all kinds of Upasthdna (not only that connected with the- 


_ Jyotistoma), —-then all that we get out of it is the mantra only, without 
any reference to the Context (which bears upon the Jyotistoma only); 
nor can the Context serve thę purpose of specifying (the particular 
Upasthäna at which the Mantra should be used). In fact, if it did do both 
these (i.e. if the sentence laid down the use of the mantra and also specified 
the particular Upasthdna at which it should be nem then there would þe 
syntactical split. 

There is no such incongruity in our view; as, according to that view, 
that mantra—either the one indicating Agni or the one indicating Indra— 


which is already known as functioning (in general) at the Jyotistoma—comes. 


to be enjoined in connection with the particular function of the Upasthana 
which is done at the Jyotistoma sacrifice,—and all the rest of the sentence 
is a mere reference (to what is already known from other sources). Thus 
there would be no incongruity at all, 


_Or, the three sentences—[(a) ‘ Agnayya apaan ailahit. (b) aindryā 


sadah, (c) vaisnavyad kavirdhänam’]—may be taken as laying down merely o, 
` the connection of the Agnidhra, the Sadah and the Havirdhāna;—the verb — 

‘ upatisthaté’ being a mere reference; the meaning of the sentence thus is— 
‘with this (dgnéyi) manira [which is eneeny known] one approaches the - 


Agnidhra’. 


-. From all this it follows that only those mantras containing the indi: 


cative word are to be used which are found in the Context. 


SUTRA (28). 
ALSO, BECAUSE ALL THE MANTRAS ARE SUCH AS HAVE BEEN ENJOINED. 
Bhasya. 


It has been argued that the mantras in the Context are T as haye: 


been already enjoined in connection with another action [i.e. with the main. 
Jyotistoma. sacrifice! Our answer to this i is 3 that this argument has been 
already answered. 


Then again, there are no- ‘maniras ‘hat ee not. been already sujpiied: 


‘Gn connection with some action or the other) ; all mantras are such as have 
_ been enjoined in the Vachastoma and in the Ashvina shastra before the sun `; 
- rises.—So that: on: this point of being already. enjoined in connection with. x 


another action, the mantra in th 


ontext. does not, differ from any. other. 


ee “Hence i in the case in goenta > the mantra admitted must be that appesting. 
ig the Context. i 


oT SST 


~ADBIKARANA (9): [The : Bhaksa-mantras’ are to be used at 
the act of ‘Holding’ and the rest, in accordance with the 
indications of the words of the mantras. | 


SUTRA (24). 


[PŪRVAPAKŞA]—“ THroucs ‘ INDICATIVE POWER’ AND Nan’, THE 
ENTIRE ANUVAKA SHOULD BE TAKEN AS BEING FOR THE 
PURPOSE OF THE ‘ RATING’.” 


Bhasya. 


We find the following Bhaksamantra— Bhakhséhi md visha dirghayut- 
vaya shantanutudya rdyasposdya varchasé suprajdstudya ;—éhi vaso purovaso 
priyo mé hrdosyashvinosiva bahubhydm sdghydsam ;—nrchaksasantva déva 
soma suchaksi avakhyésam ;—hinva më gdtrad harivo gandn mē ma vitiirsah, 
shivo mē saptarsin upatisthasva ma me van nabhimatigah ;—mandrabhibhitih 
keturyajhinam väg jusind somasya trpyatu; vasumadganasya rudramadga- 
` nasya adityamadganasya soma déva të matividah pratahsavanasya madhyandi- 
nasya savanasya irtiyasavanasya gdyatrachchhandasah  trstwpchhandaso 


‘gnihuia indrapitasya nardshamsapitasya pitrpitasya madhumata upahita-— 


syopahūto bhaksayamt, etc. etc.’ —(Taitti. Sarh. 3. 2. 5. 1-3). 


[The Bhasya has quoted the entire anuvaka with a view to show which wordin __ 
it is capable of what use, —questions relating to which will be discussed in the. next 
four Adhikaranas.. As a matter of fact, there are several portions of this Anwaka : 
eg. ‘Gdyatrachchhandah, etc.’, as also: ‘ Indrapita, etc.’ -are such as are used 


‘separately according to their several significations,—Tantravirtika —Trans., p. 1102.] 


‘In connection with. this Bhaksanuvika, there arises the question—Is 


the whole of this anuvdka to be used in connection with the ‘eating’ ae 


(Om may some part of it. be used elsewhere also ? 


On this question, we have the following Pirvapaksa:—‘ Through | 


* Indicative Power’ and ‘Name’, the entire Anuvika should be taken as being 
- for the purpose of the ‘eating’ (st.); i.e. the entire Anuvdka should be used 
in connection with cating.—Why ?—Because the term ‘ bhaksaydmi’ (‘I eat’, 


oceurring in the mantra) is clearly one that should be used in connection 


with eating, as the only thing that it can denote is eating, nothing else; as 
for the other words in the text, they are such as are expressive of quali- 


fiċations (or concomitants) of the act of Hating,—and, as such, are used — 


wherever the term ‘ bhakgayami’ is used. [The Anuvaka begins with the 
term ‘bhaksé’ and also ends with ‘ bhakgayami’,—both denoting the act of 
- Hating only; this also implies. that all the words between these two terms 
: form one composite whole, ‘to be used i in connection with eating. lie 


“Objection (against the Pürvapakşa)—{A) As a matter of fact, that 
portion ofthe Anuväka which begins with ‘ëhi vaso? and ends with“ saghyd- 
am’ must be taken as to be used in connection with the act of Holding; as 


t 
} 
| 
| 
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all the words included herein are such as require each other.for the comple- 
tion of the sentence and are expressive of a single idea (and serving a single 
purpose); so that it must be syntactically distinct from the sentence speak- 
ing of Bating —(B) Similarly, the portion beginning with the word ‘ nrchak- 


sasam’ and ending with ‘avakhyésam ’, is expressive of the act of Looking 


into. —(C) So also, the portion beginning with the words ‘Hirwa me gātrā 
harivah ? and ending with ‘md mē ’ vaindbhimatigah’ is expressive of the 
act of Proper Digesting.—Thus then, as there are several ideas expressed by 
the several portions of the Anuvaka, they should be taken as so many 
distinct sentences. How then can it be said that the whole of it is a single 
sentence, to be used in connection with the act of Hating ? 


‘Pirvapaksw’ s answer—* It has already been asserted that all the vari- 
ous things expressed by the different portions of the Anuväka are only 
concomitants of the act of Hating” 


Objection—Even so, there would be different sentences; as it is not 


possible for anything to be spoken of simultaneously along with its con- 
comitants. 


Pirvapaksin—< We do not mean that the concomitants are expressed © 


independently; what we mean is that what is expressed by the sentence is 
- the single factor (of eating) as qualified and accompanied by its several con- 
eomitants in the shape of Holding, Looking into and so forth.” 


Objection—It cannot be right to take the words expressive of the 
-concomitants as not intended to be significant of their meanings, and yet 
as signifying the concomitants of the eating; such an idea could be derived 


only from indirect indication; and as between Direct Assertion and Indirect — 
Indication, it is the former that*should be accepted. Hence the whole Anu- 


vaka cannot be treated as a single sentence. 

Pirvapaksin—“ Our answer to this is as follows : —Though the act of 
Holding and several other factors are found to be signified by the words of 
the manira, yet all these factors are not such as are equally meant to be 


spoken of (or emphasised); it is the act of Hating only that is meant to be: 


spoken of (and emphasised); hence it is only this act of Hating that is 


‘directly asserted’, the concomitants are not ‘directly asserted’ ;—nor is’ 
any useful purpose to be served by a cognition of these concomitants ;—and... 


that group of words is to be treated as ‘one sentence’ which is found to 


©., Serve. one single purpose; ;—thus it is that the whole of the Anuvdka is to be 
treated as ‘one sentence’ serving the single purpose of speaking of the act. 


of Eating along with its concomitants ; and for that reason, the whole i is to 
be used in connection with the act of Hating.” 


«Further, there is the name ‘ Bhaksanuvaka’ whioh i is applicable i to the 


whole Anuvika, not. to any portion of it, [This also shows that the entire 


: ` Anuvaka i is to be used in connection with the act of eating]? 


Objection (against. the Pūriapäksa)—Name is a thing of secular origin, : 


. how can it restrict the use of anything that forms part of the Veda ? Beek 
Pūrvapaksin—“ Though the Name. is something of secular origin. yet 


: ` its application to the Anwodka. has had > no beainning ir in time’’. 
What if it is so? ; nee 


sgh E BOE SEE IED AREA ISIE REDE AE EPL EERE LE EEE EE è 


seams 


SR ERE EEE IS PE EE GSE SER ESE LEE AIOE ELE ELI EES 


STEIN 


Al4 | SHABARA-BHASYA: 


“This is what follows. ~The name speaks of (signifies) the entire Anu- 


väka along with the Bating,—and such signification is possible only when — 


there is a definite connection between the two factors spoken of together ; 
for instance, when we find the ‘cooker’ and ‘the chopper’ spoken of to- 
gether, we at once infer that there is some connection between the two.” 

Objection—In matters like what we are discussing, the relation of 
aubserviency cannot be a matter for Inference,—it can be learnt only from 
an Injunction,—not from any other source ; and certainly Name can never 
be injunctive. 

Pirvapaksin—« Our answer to this is that what the Name does is to 
bring to our mind the two factors related, and the injunction will be done 
by the directive sentence laying down the procedure of the action.—From 
all this it follows that the entire Anuvdka is to be used in connection with 
the act of Hating”. 


SUTRA (25). 

[SIDDHÄNTA]—ON ACCOUNT OF THE FORM (WORDS OF THE MANTRAS), 
AND ON ACCOUNT OF INJUNCTION,—PORTIONS OF THE ANUVAKA 
SHOULD BE EXTRACTED {FOR SEPARATE USE); SPECIALLY 
BECAUSE THE AOTIONS (AT WHICH THE EXTRACTS 
ARE TO BE USED) ARE ACTUALLY 
ENJOINED. 


Bhasya. 


It is not right that the entire Anuvdka should he used in connection . | | 
with Hating.—(a) In fact, on account of the ‘form’ (words) of the sentence _ 
speaking of the act of Holding—i.e. the sentence beginning with ‘éhi’ and 


ending with ‘saghydsam’—should be used in connection with the act of 
Holding ;—(b) the sentence beginning with ‘nrchaksasam’ and ending with 
‘avakhyésam” should be used i in connection with the act of Looking into ;— 

“why so ?”’-—Because, if used in this way, the sentences are used according 
to their primary meaning; if taken in any other way, they would be used 


according to a secondary meaning; and it is more reasonable to accept the 


Primary than the Secondary meaning. 


Objection—* It has been pointed out that no useful purpose can be 
served by the pointing out of the concomitants.” 


. Answer—What the sentences speak of are not ‘concomitants’; in fact. 
each of these—Holding, Looking into and the rest—are independent acts, 


each spoken of by an independent sentence by itself. 
oi“ Howis itso?” 


(They are to be taken as independent acts) because there is a useful : 


purpose served by the cognition of these acts as spoken of by the sentences; 
‘in fact, all these acts. are such as, have been enjoined,—some, by direct inde- 
pendent injunctions, and some by implication jas such all these have got 
to be indicated (by mantras). sand it is. this indication of the acts that is 


done by the sentences in question.—The ‘form’ or nature of these also 


consists in lp TERY to. indicate things, 


EEEE eae 
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Thus, inasmuch as the various sentences (in the Anuväka) serve 
different purposes (and have different meanings), they are nòt regarded as 
‘one sentence’. on e ga as 

Objection—* The ‘form’ of the sentences is also such as makes them 
supplementary to the sentence speaking of the act of Eating.” 

Answer—True: that is their ‘form’; but these acts (spoken of by 
these sentences) are not to be taken as concomitant i ; 

E ants (qualifi 
act of Eating. (q cations) of that 
sé Why so ? 73 


Because, if so taken, they would have to be regarded as serving some 


transcondental purpose; and in that case, whether spoken or not spoken 
of (by means of a mantra recited at the time), they, would se the 
purpose all the same, {So that there would be no necessity for 8 eak 
ing of them by means of a mantra.] In the other case, the sentences ead 
serve the purpose of indicating the acts of Holding and the rest, and thi 
serve a visible purpose. l K i 

From all this we conclude that on account of their form and injunction 
‘some portions of the mantra should be extracted (and used in connection with 
different acts). 


i 


ADHIKARANA (10): [That portion of the < Bhaksanuvaka’ 
which begins with the word ‘mandrabhabhatih’ and 
ends with the word ‘bhaksayami’ formsa 
single ‘ shastra’ (mantra)]. 


SUTRA (26). 


INASMUCH AS A CONCOMITANT (QUALIFICATION) IS SPOKEN OF, THE 
PASSAGE BEGINNING WITH ‘MANDRA’ SHOULD BE TREATED AS 
ONE MANTRA; SPECIALLY BECAUSE THE TWO SENTENCES 
(OF WHICH THIS PASSAGE IS COMPOSED) JOINTLY 

EXPRESS A SINGLE IDEA. 


Bhasyu. 


In the Bhaksimuvdka (the whole of which has been quoted as the 


 Visayavikya of the preceding Adhikarana), we read the passage—* Mandra- 


bhibhiitih kéturyajfinan vagjusind somasya trpyatu,—Vasumadganasya 
soma déva të matividah prātaksavanasya gdyatrachchhandaso *gnihuta indra- 


pitasya madhumaia upahitasyopahiito bhaksaydmi’ (Taitti. Sarı., 3. 2. 5. 1- -2). ri Pot 


In regard to this passage, there arises the question—In this passage, are 


there two mantras—one beginning with ‘ mandra’ and ending with ‘ trpyatu’, — 
and the other beginning with ‘ vaswmadganasya’ ? Or, is the whole passage 


—~beginning with ‘ mandra’ and ending with ‘ bhaksaydmi’ a single mantra? 

Qn this question, the Parvapaksa view is that—‘ there are two man- 
tras ;—two distinct things are spoken of by the two sentences— tirpti’ (satis- 
faction, spoken of in the first sentence) is one thing, while ‘bhaksana’ 
(eating, spoken of in the second sentence) is an entirely different. thing ;— 
thus their meanings being different, the sentences should be taken as two- 


a distinct sentences; this would be in accordance with what has: been just 


stated in the foregoing sūtra— on account of the form and the injunction, 


me i the portions should be extracted, ete. ete?” 


In ‘answer to this, we have the following Siddhanta—Inasmuch as a 
‘conco itant | (qualification) is spoken of, the passage beginning with mandra’ 
should be treated as one mantra ;—the ‘tirpti’, * satisfaction’, is spoken of in. 


‘the first: sentence as a concomitant: (qualification). of the eating (spoken of in 


the second sentence), ->the TAE a that ‘the väk heneenen|: of 
bhakgaydimi (eating) shall satisfy’. 

Objection—“ The term used. in “the. original ieni is < Fypatu: (with the. 
Imperative termination) which i is. different from the term ‘tarpsyati’, where 


we have the Future Termination ; if) we connect the two verbs ‘ bhaksayami’ 
a and.‘ tarpsyati’ , then we get at. a logical connection between the two actions — 
a of eating and satisfying,—the idea conveyed being that ‘eating shall. 
satisfy’: with the word ‘ Type" on ‘the other hand, the word ‘ Shaina 
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ean fave no connection; as the expression ‘ bhaksayami irpyate’ gives no 
sense.” 

Answer—The termination in the word ‘ trpyatu? cannot be regarded as 
expressing the sense of the imperative ; it should be taken as expressing 
either a request or the idea of the present time. But whether we construe the 
words as ‘bhaksaydmi vak tarpsyati’ (‘the assertion of eating shall satisfy’), 
or as ‘bhaksayami vdachastarptum kalak’ (the assertion of eating is the 
time for being satisfied’),—-in either case the ‘satisfaction’ shall be the 
concomitant (qualification) of the eating; so that the two sentences together 
expressing a single idea, they should be taken as forming ‘one sentence’ and 
hence treated as one manira. 

Objection—‘‘In reality the two sentences are totally distinct, inde- 
pendent of one another; and they are made inter-dependent by force.” 

Answer—Even if the two sentences served two distinct purposes, were 
independent of one another, and conveyed two distinct ideas,—it would be 
the indication of the eating that would be found to serve a perceptible pur- 
pose,—-not that of the satisfying; so that on this ground also, the two sen- 
tences would really serve a single purpose;—how much more so then is it 
when one act-—(that of satisfying)—is distinctly recognised as being a con- 
comitant (qualification) of the other (i.e. eating) ? 

From all this it follows that, inasmuch as a concomitant " qüalifičationi 


is spoken of, the passage beginning with ‘mandra’ should be treated as one 


ue 


pes sea sre eae EET 


_ ADHIKARAŅA (11): [The words of the ‘ Bhaksanuvaka’, 
beginning with * indrapttasya ’, are to be used in 
connection with all ‘ eatings’—with necessary 
| modifications. | 


Preliminary Adhikarana. 
SUTRA (27). 


[PRELIMINARY PORVAPAKSA]—WHEN ALL ARE ENJOINED IN THE SAME 
SENTENCE, THE EATING OF THE OFFERINGS ‘NOT MADE TO 
- INDRA’ SHOULD BE DONE WITHOUT MANTRAS; 
BECAUSE THE ‘ INDICATIVE POWER?’ (OF THE: 
MANTRA) POINTS TO PARTICULAR 
‘ BEATINGS’. 


Bhäsya. 


The mantra dealt with in the foregoing adhikarana forms the basis of | 

the present adhikarana also. At the sacrifices with which the Bhaksénuvdka . 
is concerned, there are several offerings made to Indra, as also several not 
“made to Indra (but to other deities).—In regard to these, there arises the 
-question—Is the mantra in question to be used in connection with the eating 
of both kinds of offerings—those to Indra as well as those not to Indra? Or 
is it to be used in connection with the eating of the offerings to Indra 
oniy, while that of the offerings not to Indra is to be done without mantras ? 


On this question, we have the following Pirvapaksa—‘ The eating of 
gs not made to Indra is to be done without mantras.—Why ?—. 
the offerings have ‘been enjoined in the same sentence ;—-now from. 
ese offerings, that which is not made to Indra cannot be taken as 
ken of by the mantra beginning with ‘indrapitasya’ [which clearly 
aks of that only which has been ‘ drunk by’ (offered to) ‘ Indra’].—Nor ig 
: any modification of mantras possible in the case of those mentioned in 
the Context (of a primary act,—and every eating is a primary act); — 
ecause unless there is a distinet declaration to the effect, the manira cannot. 


words: U 


: poe {As against. this Porompatya we. have ‘the ‘atoning preltinfaney, 
i Sitchin.) . es 


© taken as expressing any Anpaning, other ee the one > indicated by} its on 


DISCOURSE Ill, PADA II, ADHIKARANA (11). _ 419 


SUTRA (28). . 


[PRELIMINARY SrppHinta]—IN REALITY, OFFERINGS SHOULD BE 
MADE WITH MANTRAS IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE DEITY 
(TO WHOM THE OFFERING HAS BEEN MADE); BECAUSE. 
THERE IS A TEXT INDICATING THE FACT OF THE 
OFFERINGS TO THE OTHER DEITIES HAVING 
THE OFFERING TO INDRA FOR THEIR ` 
ARCHETYPE. 


Bhasya. 


In fact, the offerings have to be made with mantras modified in accord- 
ance with the deity to whom the offerings are made.—‘ Why so ?’—-Because 
the Dhruva-chamasas (which are offered to Indra) are the Archetypes (of the 
other offerings under consideration).—* What are Dhruva-chamasas ?’—~It is 
the name of those offerings of Soma that are made in the beginning of the 
Savanas (pressings) at the Shukramanthi Prachara (Shukra and Manthi Fore- 
offering) ;—these are all related to Indra; of these, the act of offering is 
the Archetype and the others, its ectypes.—‘ How do you know this ?’— 
Because there is a text indicating the fact of the offering to Indra being the 
‘Archetype —‘ How is this indicated ?’—This is indicated by the fact that 
the Vedic text shows modification in the Bhaksamantra in the case of the 
-Sodashin (Sixteenth Cup) in the Atirātra Soma- sacrifice with the word 


anustupchandasah (in. the place of gayatrachchandasah, ete. of the Bhaksaman- 


tra in the Agnistoma ceremony, mentioned above).—‘ What is the indication 


here ?’—The term ‘namati’ indicates modification —‘ But this (that one 


modifies the Bhaksamantra) would be a Direct Assertion (not Indication). — 
Not so; because the text quoted does not directly assert the term ‘ namatt’, 
all that it does is to mention the term ‘namati’ and the term ‘anustup- 
- ehhandasah’,—and hence it is indicated that the Bhaksamanira is to be 
modified.—Now such a modification is possible only in the ectypal acts ;— 
whence it follows that these other offerings under consideration are all 
ectypes ;—and consequently even at the offerings not made to Indra, the 
mantra to be used must be that whose use is indicated by its having been 
used at the oars (of those offerings), but with necessary modi- 
fications. 


Objection— In sagpast of the view that these other offerings are 


ectypes, you have pointed to Indication; please mention some reasons.’ 
Answer—tt is the Soma to be offered to Indra that is ‘held’ and ‘mea- 


l sured” ;—hence ibis in the cups dedicated to Indra that there ig Soma,—and 


there is no Soma in the cups not dedicated to Indra; so that all the details 
meant to be performed in connection with Soma are to be performed in con- 
nection with the cups dedicated to Indra,—while the other cups (which are 


not dedicated to Indra) have: no. ‘details performed i in connection with them, = 2 
“and are (to that extent) defective (incomplete).— — How do you know that it- 
-is the Soma to be offered to Indra that is held and measured ?’—This we learn ~ 

~: from the words of the mantra—* Indraya tod vasumataë ” (Vaja. Sarh. 6. 32);— ee 
mantras like this speak of only that Somia which i is te: be ered to fnidn i none: 


SIRES A TA NE SEE SSE LET EE 
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other ;—hence there can be Soma only in the cups dedicated to Indra; and the 
details relating to Soma are performed only in connection with the cups 
dedicated to Indra,—all the other offerings remain incomplete, and hence 
these latter borrow those details. This is the reason for our conclusion 
(which had been supported by the Indicative Power of the mantras). 

From all this it follows that the offerings not made to Indra, are to be made 
with mantras modified in accordance with ithe deity to whom the offerings 
are made. 


The discussion rests unsettled at this point (with the statement of the 
preliminary Siddhdnia); and at this stage (before ti is resumed, the arguments 
answered, and the final Siddhanta stated under Siira 43 below), we shall proceed 
with the consideration of certain other matters (related to the question of 
mantras fo be used in connection with the emg of remnants of offerings made 
to the various deities). 


[The position of the Pärvapaksa-Siddhānta, from this Adhikarana onwards i is 
somewhat obscure: the question dealt with in Adhikarena 11 has been—Is the 
Mantra to be used in the eating of the remnants of the Indra-offerings only, and 
‘that of all the other offerings is to be done without Mantras—or is the Mantra to be 
used in.connection with all,—the only difference being that while with the Indra» 
offerings, the Mantra is to be as in the original form, while in the others, the 
names of the deities have to be modified ?—The first alternative represents the 
Pirvapakga—that the Indra-offerings alone are to be done with the Mantra as in 
the original form and the others are to be done without Mantras.—The Siddhanta 
(preliminary and hypothetical) is that all the eatings are to be done with Mantra,— 
but at the Indra-offerings the Mantra shall be used in the original form, and at the 


others with modifications of names of deities.—This, however, is not. the final : 


Siddhinta.—For the present the matter is left here in its ‘ aparyavasita’ fees 
settled’, non-final stage.—-Adhikaranas 12 to 16, ‘embodied in Sfitras 29-37, deat 
with other questions relating to Mantras to be used at the eatings, with or without 
modifications, in accordance with the Preliminary Siddhania set forth in Sūtra 28: 
~ —The main thread of the discussion on the subject of Adhikarana 11, is resumed l 
in. Adhikarana 17; Sūtra 38; and carried on in three Adhikaranas 17 to 19, Siitras 
38-42, wherein. the alternative of using xo Mantras at certain eatings is discussed.— 
~ Then at the end of the Pada, the final Siddhanta is stated in Adhikarana 20, Sūtra 
43, which repre the f final, upshot of all the discussions relating to the use of 
n ating of the remnants of offerings. 
n is briefly and clearly stated in Tantravirtike—Trans, .» p. 1110, 
oduction to Adhikarana 12, we read—‘ While the foregoing 
Ji tests in the ‘ Pirvapakea’ [the preliminary Siddhanta stated 
ng so called, in view of, and in relation to, the final Siddhanta 
at the end of the Pada], and the Siddhanta is not finally stated 
‘the end of the Pada,—we take for granted, for the time being, 
ety of having, modifications (im accordance with the said preliminary 
in Sūtra 28), and then proceed to consider under what: circumstances, 
cations, if allowable, would be epee i 


ADHIKARANA (12): [‘Indra’ should be mentioned 
on the manira used in connection with the 
‘ Punarabhyunnita-Soma’ i.e. ‘the 
Soma brought up again.’ | 
SUTRA (29). 
IN CONNECTION WITH THE ‘SOMA BROUGHT UP AGAIN’, 
ALL THE DEITIES SHOULD BE MENTIONED, 


BECAUSE THERE ARE REMNANTS 
OF BOTH (OFFERINGS). 


Bhasya. 


[The preliminary Siddh@nta of the preceding Adhikarana has been that at. the 
eating of the remnants of offerings instead of the term ‘Indra’ in the manira ‘ Indra- 


pitasya, etc., we should mention the name of the deity to whom the offering | 


in question has been made... We now proceed to consider what names are to be in- 
troduced and under what circumstances. ] 


There are certain ‘Soma-offerings. brought ‘up again’, connected with 
the beginning of the Savanas at the Shukraémanthi Prachdra ;—in connection | 
with these what happens is that as soon as the Hoir-priest has pronounced — 
the ‘ Vasatkdra’ and also after the ‘ Anuvasatkdra’ [See the T.V.—There are 4. 
oblations after the Vasatkdra and 4 after the Amwasatkāra], four libations . 
are (twice) offered with the four ladles of ‘Middlemost Persons [i.e. the 
Brahman, the Hotr, the Udgätr and the Yajamdana]’ ;—then single libations. 


are offered with the Hotraka ladles (i.e. the ladles belonging to the assis- 


tants of the Hotr—Maitravaruna, Brahmandcchamsin, Potr, Néstr, Acchavaka, — 


and Agnidhra), on the utterance of the ‘ Vasatkdra’; [at all these offerings 
the deity is Indra] ;—after this, Soma is again brought up in the ladles con- 
taining the remnants of the previous offerings.—-In connection with this ‘Soma 


brought up again’, the Adhvaryu-priest issues the following directions—‘ Let 
the Chamasddhvaryus offer libations from the ladles of the Middlemost, Peor- 
sons on the pronouncement of ‘ Vagat’ and * Anuvasat’,—let the Chamasadh- — 


varyus offer single libations from the ladles of the Hotrakas and return after 
having filled the Shukra. eup’.—Now in the course of this, the. Hotrakas 


offer sacrifices to several deities as follows:—(a) the Maitravaruna makes the | 


offering to Mitra-Varuna, with the Mantra ‘ Mitra vayais havdmahé, ete.’ 


( Rgveda, 1, 23. 4), — —(b) the Brähmaņnächchhathsī makes the offering tol ndra, l 


«with the Mantra“ Indra tod vrsabham vayam, etc.’ (Rgveda, 3..40. 1),—(¢) the 


: Potr makes the offering to the. Maruis, with the Mantra ‘ Maruto yasya hi 
: Vésir makes the offerin gto Tuasir and — 
the Patnis’, with the Mantra ‘Agni patnir ihāvaha, ote. (Rgveda, 1. 22. 
9),—{e). the Agnidhra makes the. offering o Agni, with. the: Mantra < Uksan- < 
o nya. vashānnāya, ete.’ (Reveda, 8. 43. 11), Out of these cups (all of which. had. 
> a been hi prewtously d dedicated to Para the offering to Indra i is made at the first - 


ksayē, ett? (Rgveda, 1, 86. 1),—(d). the A 
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pronouncement of the ‘ Vasat’,—then after pouring more Soma-juice into 
the same ladles the offerings to Mitra-Varuna and other deities are made; 
-thus the ladles come to contain the remnants of all these offerings, those 
to Indra as well as those to Mitra-Varuna and other deities. [So that when 
the remnant of the Mitra-Varuna and other offerings come to be eaten, the 
ladle contains the remnant, not only of the offerings to those deities, but 
also that of the offerings previously made to Indra.] 

In regard to these arises: the following question—In the Mantra recited 
in connection with the Eating of this Remnant [viz. the Bhaksamanira, 
ending with the words ‘ indrapitasya, etc. }—are all the deities, the previous- 
ly worshipped J ndra as well as Mitra- Varuna and the rest, to be named (as in 
‘ Indrapitasya’)? Oris Indra not to be mentioned? [That is, is the Man- 
tra used to be in the form ‘ Indra-Mitra- Farunaptianya" or ‘ Mitravaruna- 
pitasya’ ?] 

The apparent conclusion is that in connection with the remnants of offer- 
ings out of the ‘Soma brought up again’, all the deities are to be mentioned 
[i.o the form used should be ‘ Indra-mitraévarunapiiasya].—Why so t— 
Because there are remnants of both; i.e. each of the Cups contains the 
remnant of two offerings; what has been offered to the Deity (Indra) at 
the Archetypal Sacrifice,—the remnant of that offering is said to be ‘ pita’, 
‘drunk’, by that Deity [hence it is that the remnant of the offering made 


to Indra is called ‘indrapita’ in the Mantra] ;—the same should be held to. = 


. be true in the case in question also [that is, the remnant.of the offerings 
to Indra, Mitra-Varuna and other deities should be spoken of as ‘pita’, 
‘drunk’, by all these; so that the term ‘ indrapitasya’ should be modified — 
into ‘indra-mitravaruna-pitasya’].—Thus it follows that along va each of : 
the cups, two deities should be ee of. Ee ies 


ey ore l “SUTRA (30). 


[Ponvabaxsa}—* INASMUCH AS THERE HAS BEEN REMOVAL (OF THE 
REMNANT OF THE PREVIOUS OFFERING), THERE senate BE NO 
MENTION oF ‘THE PREVIOUS DEITY” 


_ Bhäşya. 


. a8 We think ¢ that. the Yomihant of the offering made to the initial deity - 

Was. 3 ‘removed ’—set aside [when fresh Soma was poured into the ladle].— 
Why i cause the Soma contained in the ladle (after the pouring 
ply) is all dedicated (by the Yajyaé mantra) to Mitra. - 
w is that ?—The answer is as follows:—The offerings (out 
poured Soma) aré made to Mitra-Varuna etc. (and not to 
E and in a case where Dévadatta eats the remnant of the 
a by the Teacher and makes over the remnant of what. he has 
to- another- person, ` Pūrņaka,— this latter, Pūrņaka, when refer- 
to it, mentions _Dévadatta—saying ‘I am ‘eating the leavings ‘of 
adatta * ,—and he does not say ‘I am eating the Teacher’ s leavings °.. —_ 
the same manner, in the case in ; question, the deity of the previous 
onering.& is not to be mentioned.” Pe ee, 
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SUTRA (31). 
[SrppHAnra]—INaSMUCH AS THERE IS NO ACTUAL TAKING UP (OF THE 
REMNANT OF THE PREVIOUS OFFERING, BY THE LATTER DEITY), 
THERE SHOULD BE NO SETTING ASIDE (OF THE PREVIOUS 
DEITY). 
[The right reading of the Siiira is—Agrahanād vā anapayah.] 
| Bhasya. 

It is not right to say that Indra should not be mentioned ;—because the 


remnant is clearly seen to be of the offering made to that deity also.—“ But 
that offering has been removed.”’—Our answer to that is that it is not 


removed; because what actually happens is that the performer fills from » 


the Abhidrona-jar the ladles out of which a single set of libations has been 
offered ;—and the presence of the remnant of that offering is what distin- 
guishes the ladles when the fresh supply of Soma is brought up to it;—-so 


that it is the Soma contained in this ladle that can be said to be ‘brought - 
up’, or to be that in regard to which the directions are given. (by the ` 
Adhvaryu, to the Priests) —As regards the argument—that “the remnant of 


the previous offering has been dedicated (along with the fresh supply) 
to the other deities to whom the later offerings are going to be made (so 


that after this later offering has been made, there would be no remnant of- 


the previous offering,)’*—our answer is as follows:-—It is true that the Soma 


. is dedicated to these other deities; but it is not stated whether this much — 
or that much is dedicated ; hence that alone is really regarded.as ‘ dedicated’ 


which is taken up for being actually poured into the fire. Nor is the 
~ connection of the substance with a particular deity established at the time 


of the ‘ dedication’ [it being established only by the actual offering]; so that 


what is dedicated is not necessarily what is connected with a deity.— 
From all this it follows that (even on the pouring in of the fresh supply), 
the remnant of Indra’s offering is present, and is actually seen, in the ladle; 


so that all the deities (Indra as well as Mitra- Varuna) should be mentioned 


in the mantra. 

This Adhikarana is only a i hypotheticál discussion (which has proceed- 
ed on the basis of the hypothetical Siddhdnia of Adhikarana 11); hence it is 
not necessary to explain the purpose served. by it; specially as the purpose 
served by this Adhikarana (as also by the following ater) * ig the 
same as that served by the foregoing Adhikarana: 


SETS RE SE TE PE 
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ADHIKARANA (13): [At the eating of the Remnant of 
the ‘ Patnivata’ offerings, Indra and the other deities 
are not to be included|—[ First cownter-instance 
to the foregoing Adhikarana]. 


SUTRA (32). 


” [PŪRVAPAKŞA]—“ ĪN THE CASE oF THE ‘ Pirnivata’ OFFERING, 
Ir SHOULD BE AS IN THE PREVIOUS CASE.” 


Bhasya. 


There is the ‘Patnivata offering-cup’—laid down in the text ‘With 
the Updrhshupatra he takes up the Pdétnjvata offering out of the Agrayana 
vessel’ ;—in the Agrayana vessel there are collected the remnants of those 
offerings that have been made to deities in couples; and it is out of this that 
the Péinivaia offering is taken out. After this Pdinivaia offering has been 
actually made, when its remnant comes to be eaten, there arises the ques- 

- tion—Should Indra and the other deities also be mentioned or not ? 


The Piérvapaksa view is that they should all be mentioned; as the 
Remnant in question is as much the remnant of the offerings to these other — 

. deities as of that of the one deity to whom the final offering is made— 
{according to the Siddhdnia of the foregoing EA pipe 


SUTRA (33). 


Brooninra] Ivison AS THERE IS ACTUAL TAKING UP (OF THE. 
REMNANT OF THE PREVIOUS OFFERING, BY THE LATER DEITY), 
-> (THE CONNECTION OF THE PREVIOUS DEITY) SHOULD 
BE SET ASIDE. 


 Bhäşya. 


In the pawi ease, the. remnant of the previous offering is set aside ; 
i “hence this case is not similar to that dealt with in the foregoing Adhikarana, | 
- In the preceding Adhikarana, the Soma is mentioned as an indication of the 
oe particular vessel, not as something to be taken up ; while, in the present case, 
the words are ‘he takes it out of the Agrayana’, whereby the Soma contained 
in the vessel becomes pointed out as something to be offered as a libation for 
the deity to whom the sacrifice is going to be offered. $ 


-o Objection— As a matter of fact, the Agrayana vessel contains both 

: kinds of Soma—the Agrayanai às well as the non-dgrayana (Sampdaia) ; so that 

ut of these that alone is the Patnivata Soma which is taken out of the 
Agrayana-portion, while that which is taken out of the Sampata (the non- 

Po agrayana portion decanted from the remnant of the previous dwi- Taa 

a Sup), should not be the Patnivata. Bed ee 
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Answer—The Agrayana vessel is the source (from which the Pdatnivaia 
offering is taken out); hence all the Soma that comes out of that vessel— 
be the Soma itself dgrayana or non-dgrayana—should be meant for Patni- 

at ; for the simple reason that all this has been taken out of the Agrayana 
vessel (which is the only condition laid down by the Injunction). 


Objection—** But some part of the Soma thus taken out would have come | 


out of the non-dgrayana-portion also.” 
Answer—That does not affect our position; the mere fact of the Soma 
having come out of the Agrayana cannot justify its being described as ‘drunk’ 


by the previous deities. At the archetypal sacrifice that remnant alone is- 
spoken of as ‘indrapita’ (‘Drunk by Indra’) which formed part. of the 


Soma-juice that was intended for Indra; and in the present case also, that 
remnant alone should be spoken of as ‘drunk by the previous deities’ which 
formed part of the Soma-juice intended for those deities. 

Odjection—“‘ In the present case also, the Soma-juice in question is that 
which formed part of what was intended for the previous deities.”’ 

Not so, we reply.. In the case of libations poured into the fire, we do 
not perceive any ‘parts’. 

Opponeni—* At the archetypal sacrifice also, no part can be perceived 
of what has been offered into the fire.” 


Answer—At the archetypal sacrifice, whet is perceived is the part of | 
that composite whole offered to the previous deity which is made up of por- 
“tions out of which libations have been offered, as well as of those out of 
_which no libations have been offered. 

Opponeni—* In the present case also, there was.a composite whole con- 
sisting of what was offered to the previous deities,—and it is of this whole 


that the Pdinivata offering forms part,’ 


Not so, we reply. It is true that there was ‘a composite whole consist: | 


ing of what was offered to the previous deities’; but at the time of the 
offering in question the part of that whole has become offered to another 


deity (Patnivat), and hence the said composite whole has ceased to be relats 
ed’to the previous deities. 


Objection—‘ The part in question having been a part of what has been z 


‘drunk’ by the previous deities, it would still continue, pa the basis of that 
previous connection, to be regarded ‘as part of the same.’ 
Anawer—In connection with the archetypal sacrifice, the part was 


not spoken of as such, on the basis of any previous connection; hence in 
-the case in question also, it should not be so described on that basis. 


Then again, at the archetypal sacrifice, what had been offered. to 


Indra was spoken of as ‘drunk by Indra’,—and its connection with ` 


Indra had not ceased (when, it came to be offered to the latter deity); in 


- the present case, however, the connection of the previous deities has ceased 


{before itis offered to Rastioa) 3 Apuseteetls, these e previous deities spelt | ae 
z not be: mentioned. ne 


ADHIKARANA (14) ae Trastr’ should not be mentioned at 
_ the eating of the remnant of the < Patnivata’ offering.— 
Second counter-instance to Adhi. 12.] 


SUTRA (34): 


{P0RvaPpakKsa]— TVASTR SHOULD BE MENTIONED, BECAUSE 
OF THE DRINKING.” : 


Bhasya. 


There is the Painivata Soma (Soma offered to Patnivat); in connection 
with which there is the mantra— Agnā? i painiva’h sajiirdévéna tvasirā somam- 
piba? (Taitti. Sam. 1. 4. 27. 1)— 

In regard to this there arises the dustona Should Tvasir be mentioned 
or not (in the mantra used at the eating of the Pdinivata remnant) ? 

On this, the Pirvapaksa view is as follows:—* T'vastr must: be men- 
tioned.—Why ?—Because of the drinking; as a matter of fact we find 
‘drinking’ mentioned in the text (as done by Tvastr)—* Sajardévéna tvdstra 
somam piba’; from which it is clear that the offering is made to 
Patnivat accompanied by Tvastr; and what is offered to a person accom- 
panied by another is regarded as offered to both; for instance, when it is — 
said that ‘a hundred should be given to Dévadatta accompanied by. 
Yajfiadatta ’,—the ‘hundred’ is given to. both. Consequently, the Soma- _ 
remnant in question is ‘tvdstra’ (related to Tvasty) (as well as ‘ patmivaia’) ; ; 
hence Tvasir must be mentioned in the mantra; because, like Indra, he also 
‘drinks’ the Soma.’ 


‘SUTRA (35). 


 [StoomAnra]— Because: OF INEQUALITY, SUCH SHOULD NOT BE 
i THE CASE. 


A Bhasya. 

cpřessed above is not right. As a matter of fact, the Vedic 
sole authority; what the Word says that alone we. regard ` as 
Tn the case in question, what the Word (of the Text) declares 
| ‘drinking’ by Agni-Patnivat only,—and of Trastr, it declares. 
i fact of his association (with Agni-Patnivat) ;—under the circum- 

, the actual “ drinking by Tvastr can only be inferred from the fact. 
the said ‘association’ is not established without the drinking [and 
‘erence is not: as authoritative as: the Vedic word], 


a But. the. actual drinking by (or Vl., ‘ offering to?) Posi i is s distinotly 


: True, it is s erijoihed; but éniy through the words of the mantra, not by. a 
irec i Tnjenihian; all that t the direct Apienetion says is that ‘ one holds E 


i 
i 
i 
$ 
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Pdtnivata’; in ordinary life, an act—whether enjoined or unenjoined—is 
performed whenever a need is perceived for it; but there ordinary practice 
is the determining factor ; but texts like those under consideration do not 
establish any connection between the Soma and the deity Tvasir. 


ADHIKARANA ( 15) : At the eating of the Remnant of the 
‘ Painivaia’ offering there should be no mention of the 
‘Thirty’.—Third counter-instance to Adht. (12) 


SUTRA (36). 


So Arso- THE ‘THIRTY ,—AS THESE HAVE BEEN MENTIONED FOR 
ANOTHER PURPOSE. 


Bhãşya. 


` In connection with the same Painivata offering, there is another manira 
-— Aibhih agné saratham yahyarvak nanadratham va vibhavo hyashvah, patni- 
vatastrimshatastrimshcha  dévdnanusvadhamdvaha mddayasva’ (Rgveda, 
3. 6. 9). 


In regard to this there arises the question—Should, or should not, men- 
tion be made of the Thirty-three Deities (in the manira used at the eating 
_ of the remnant of the Pdinivata offering) ? 


On this question, we have the following Pirvapakga :— The Thirty- three È 


Deities must be mentioned.—Why ?—Because the Soma is actually offered 
to the Thirty- three Deities, with the following mantra—' Agnimagnidadhich- 
. chhati & iydhyagnérvdchinam trayastrimshata dévath saha samanam rathamadh- 
isthaya nandrathaired vibhavanti hi te’ shvah tadidamanusvadhamavaha trayas- 


trimshatam patnivato dévandgamaya tarpaya cha’; from this we understand . — 


_ that when the Agnid Priest approaches Agni (Patnivat), it is for the satisfac- 
tion of the Thirty-three Deities ;—the Soma spoken of here must be taken as 
related to that Deity which appears to be the predominant factor in the 
manira; hence it is that we hold that the Thirty-three Deities should be 

 mentioned.—‘ But in the Injunction itself, the deity spoken of is Agni- 
` Patnivat’—True; in the Injunction the only deity spoken of is Agni-Patni- 
i vat, but the connection of other deities is not denied.—What if it is so ?— 
_ What follows from this is that the Thirty-three Deities indicated by the words 

of the mantra are recognised to be not incompatible with the Injunction 
: (which while enjoining the one deity, Agni-Patnivat, dose not shut out ca 
sik ility of other deities).’ 


In answer to this Purvapakea, we have the following Siddhanta—The 
hirty- three Deities should not be mentioned, In the manira quoted, Agni 
spoken of either as. the inviter, or as the server, or as the satisfier [of 
s] ;—nor is there any purpose served by sacrifices offered to the Thirty- 
Deities.— “What then is the deity to whom the sacrifice is to be offered?” 


x 


njoined by the words ‘one takes up the Päinivata’.—“ But then there is 


ae mantra.?—The answer to this i is. that these are mentioned i in the manira for a 
= different purpose.- — ‘How 80 ? 2”—Until the Soma has been actually offered, 


is Patnivat (Agni).—“ How i is that ? ”— Because itis Patnivat (Agni) that... 


ention of the Thirty- three. Deities who are indicated by the words of the | 
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it does not belong to Agni,—and what belongs to one cannot be offered to. 
„another; hence any such assertion as that ‘you please give this to the 


Thirty-three Deities’ [which is the sense attributed to the mantra by the 


Piirvapaksin] would be most incongruous. In fact, even such an assertion 
would imply that the offering is made to Agni.—“ How so ?”—It is only’ 


when one owns & thing that he gives it to another; hence if the mantra | 


speaks of Agni giving theSoma to the Thirty-three Deities, it implies that ‘ you 
(Agni) are the owner of it’.—‘* But what Agni is requested to do is to intoxi- 
cate {render happy, ‘ mddayasva’), not to give.’ —The answer to this is that 
deities are never ‘intoxicated’; hence if the mantra‘spoke of intoxication, 
such mention could be only for some transcendental purpose; on the other 
hand, if the words are taken as speaking of giving, it would do so by indirect 
indication, and serve a visible purpose ;—and Indirect Indication, being 
based upon a reliable source of knowledge, is more reasonable than the 
assumption of a transcendental purpose.—‘‘ Even if giving be taken asin- 
directly indicated, it is Agni who is mentioned as the agent doing the act of 
giving.’—Such mention of Agni as the agent could only serve a transcendental 
purpose. for these reasons the only right interpretation of the sentence 


(in the mantra) is to take it as indicating the ownership of Agni (over the | 


Soma).—Then again, the fact remains that the Soma is enjoined as to be 
offered to Patnivat (Agni), in the sentence ‘ one takes up. the Pdinivata’.. 
-—‘ But it has already been pointed out that this Injunction does not pre- 
clude the deity indicated by the words of the mantra.” —The answer to this 
is that it has been already explained that there is no deity indicated by the 


words of the manira. Then again, in reality, the connection of other deities . 
. iş precluded by the Injunction, by implication (if not directly); when the _ 
. fact of Patnivat being the deity is expressed by the nominal affix in the term 


‘pdinivata’, this deific character of Painivat is not understood as being de- 
pendent upon anything else; so that the only deity in the case is Patnivat 


pure and simple.—In fact, the manira has to be explained on the basis of 
this Injunction (regarding the Painivaia Soma); hence the only way in which _ 


the manira can be explained is as we have explained it. 

‘The deity Patnivat (spoken of above) is Agni, as is clearly indicated by 
the expression ‘ agné patnivan ’—where the two appear in apposition to each 
other.—From all this it follows that the deity to be mentioned is ane Bate 
not the Thirty-three Deities. : 


ADHIKARANA (16): At the eating of Remnants, there 
should be no mention of the deity of the ‘Anuvasatkara’— 
Fourth counter-instance to Adhi. (12). 


“SUTRA (37). 


LIKE THE PERFORMER, THE ‘VasaTKirna’ aso [should not be 
mentioned]. 

Bhäsya. 

' The deity of the Anuvasatkāra is spoken of in the mantra-—‘ Somasyägrë 
vihityanuvasatkaroti’ (Aite. Bra. 3. 5)—-In regard to this there arises the 
question—Should, or should not, this deity be. mentioned (in the méntra 
used at the eating of Remnants) ? 

On this question the Piirvapaksa view is that—‘ the deity in Gueetion | 
should be mentioned ; because in this case we do not find—as we did in the 
foregoing Adhikarana—anything to indicate that the deity has been poken 
of for some other purpose; hence it must be mentioned.’ 

As against this we have'the following Siddhanta—The deity of the 


Anuvagathira should not be mentioned,—like the Performer; the Performer: — g 


‘of the acts is not mentioned in the mantra,—in which no such expressions | 
are used as ‘Hoirpitasya’ or‘ Adhvaryu-pitasya’ (where. the performing 

priest, Hoir or Adhvaryu, might be spoken of.in the mantra recited at 

the time of the eating of Remnants) ;—similarly the deity of the Anuvasat.. 
“kära also should not be mentioned ; specially because this deity has not been 

mentioned at the Archetypal Sacrifice; and at the ectype only that should. 

-be done what: has been done at the Archetype. Hence we conclude that the 
ee deity i in, questioni should not be mentioned. 


ADHIKARANA (17): Remnants of offerings other than those 
to Indra should be eaten without mantras. 


[This and the next two adhikaranas are purely hypothetical, since they only 
traverse the Preliminary Hypothetical Siddhanta, left incomplete at the end of 
Adhikarana (11); these three Adhikaranas may be taken as setting forth the view 
which has been spoken of in Adhikarana (11). as the second possible alternative 
(Péirvapakea).] 


SÜTRÁ (38). 

As THE SOMA BELONGS EQUALLY TO ALL [THERE CAN BE NO 
* DISTINCTION OF ‘ARCHETYPE’ AND ‘ ECTYPE’ AMONG 
THE SEVERAL OFFERINGS]; [AS FOR THE MENTION © 
OF THE OTHER METRE] THAT IS MEANT ONLY TO 
PRECLUDE THE PREVIOUS METRE. 


Bhasya. 


Now follows the answer to what had been set forth (under Adhi- 


karana 11) as a preliminary (hypothetical) Siddhania. It has been asserted | 

{as the conclusion of adhi.11) that the eating of remnants should be done. 
with mantras duly modified (according to the names of the deities to whom | 

the offering may be made) ;—this, however, is not right; because the right 


course is that the eating should be done without mantras.—Why ?—The 
answer is—because of all being equally enjoined, there is no relation of 
‘archetype’ and ‘ ectype’ (among the several offerings).—Why so ?—~Because 
the Context pertains equally to all. 

Then as regards the argument. urged (under Si. 28) on the basis of a 
text indicating (the fact of the offering to Indra being the Archetype),—that 


text only serves the purpose of precluding the previous metre. That is to: 


say, on the analogy of the third Savana, it is understood that the metre 
- to be used should be the Jagati ;—in order to set aside this notion we have 
the said text mentioning the ‘anugiup’ metre as the one to be e employed 
with the Bhaksa-mantra. 

. As regards the argument based upon ‘namati’ (aes under Si. 28),— 
that is not incompatible: with the view that. all. the cHOnnER are. equally 
important. : 

Then as regards the argument that it. is the offering to Indra that is 
held and measured’ (see under Si. 28),—the fact of the matter is that. the 
sacrifices offered to Indra and the sacrifices not offered to Indra are not distinet 


> sacrifices ; they are so many repetitions | of the same sacrifice; all the sacri- 
ficial accessories also do not belong 1 to these repetitions; in fact they belong to 
the sacrifice itself, ‘Hence the whole lot of them—the Soma, as well as. the: 


details regarding the Soma—should ‘be taken, as enjoined in connection’ with 


‘the sacrifice.—As regards the cup for Indra being ‘ held and measured’, as a 
distinct manira is pona laid down § for Bucs the < holding’ in connec- 


AA 
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tion with that deity has to be indicated by the words of the mantra itself; 
while that in connection with the other deities is to be remembered by 
means of contemplation and other means. 

From all this it follows that the eating of the remnant of the offerings 
not made to Indra should be done without Mantras. 


ADHIKARANA (18): The enting of the remnant of the 
offering made to I ndra-Agni ts to be done without 
Mantras. 


SUTRA (39). 


[PŪRVAPAKŞA]—“ IN THE CASE OF THE OFFERING TO Inpra-Aant, 
MANTRAS SHOULD BE USED; BECAUSE OF THE PRESENCE OF 
INDICATIVES ”. 


Bhésya. 
As in the foregoing adhikarana, so here also, the discussion starts on 


the basis of the Preliminary Siddhanta (set forth under Adhi. 11). 


_ An offering of Soma to Indra-Agni is laid down in the text «One holds 
the Aindrdgna cup (cf. Taitti. Sam. 6. 5. 4. 1). 


In regard to this, there arises the question—Is the eating of the remnant 
of this offering to be done with Mantras ?—Or without Mantras ? 


On this question, we have the following Purvapaksa—* The manira 


should be used in the case of the offering to Indra-Agni; because Indra 


is certainly the deity of the offering of which Indra-Agni (jointly) constitute 


the deity; so that that offering is capable of being spoken of as ‘indra- 


-pita* (‘drunk by Indra’); for that of which a part has been ‘drunk’ by 


Jadra is certainly ‘ indrepiia’ («drunk by Indra’); because when the Soma- | 


juice was offered to, and drunk by, Indra-Agni (jointly), a part of it was 
certainly ‘drunk by Indra’.—-Hence it follows that the eating of the 
remnant of the offering in question should be gone: with the manira”. 


SUTRA (40). 


_{Sippwanta}—IN FACT, THE MANTRA SHOULD BE USED IN THE CASE OF 
THE OFFERING TO A SINGLE DEITY ; BECAUSE ‘ INDRA-AGNI’ Is A 
DEITY DISTINCT FROM ‘INDRA’,—JUST AS IN THE CASE 
OF THE ‘QUARTERING’ (OF THE ‘ AGNEYA’ CAKE). 


Bhasya. 


It is not any part of the offering that is ‘drunk’ by Indra; even if 
ooe part of it were ‘drunk’ by Indra, it would not become ‘drunk by Indra’; 


in feet, the phrase ‘drunk by him’ is & figurative expression [as there is 


no actual drinking or eating of the offerings by. the deities} ; what is really 


meant is that it. has beens dedicated to. nare. > i. 6. ‘that of ‘which, Endre is 


ae the deity’. 


Phen again, just a as any feiton which is ireo without soiiething alsa 7 
i fas for example, any one member of a couple] can have no connection with =. 
is what i ig connoted by a, Nominal affix, a0. also compounding like? indrajit: ee ae 


BB 
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sya’. (“drunk by Indra’) is not possible with any factor which is incomplete. 
without. something else; [i e. no: such'form as ‘ dgnéya’ is possible; whem the » 
deity is agni. with some other: deity; not Agni by itself,—in the same: 
manner; the compound ‘ indrapitasya” is not possible when the < drinking’ is . 
done: by Indra along wiih some other deity.|—This has been: made clear. under . 
f Vyavasthā: vd, eic., Sūtra- 3- 1. 27... 

Objection=—* If ‘this -is so,.then this matter has: been already settled: 
under ‘that’ adhikarana (3. 1. 27); why should ‘it ke: discussed here over’ 
again?” ' l 

Answer—What has been discussed there is already an established fact. 

Question—** Then why is it discussed: again and urged: that there: is 
no connection: (in. a compound) with the name of a:deity which is incom: . 
plete without something else?” 

Answer—In the present discussion, the Parapo. does not consist of | 
the proposition that “there is.connection with a deity”? (ie. each one of) 
the two should be regarded as the deity ’)—it consists of the proposition that. 
there is connection with drinking [i.e. each.of the two deities is the ‘ drinker’]; 
and the Siddhäntæ consists: in the proposition. that..‘in a: case where the 
drinking is done by two deities, either one of them singly cannot be regarded as. 
the deity [and hence in that case the mantra < Indrapitasya, ete? cannot be : 
used].—-Thus the present adhikarana is not a repetition. of what has gone: 
before (under Siitra:3.. 1.27). Gee ag 


[The. difference is thus.explained iby Kuma@rila+In the: aaah ‘case what.: 

the: OANE: holds:.is that the distinguishing. ‘character expressed: by the. term» 

‘indrapitasya’ is notithe deifie: character, butiithe character of being: the: drinker; 

` subsisting in. the Receiver of the Gift,—and: that iti is present: in each) of the two» 

deities (Indra and: A gna) ;—while the Siddhaitin answerg. thatthe. actual character’ t 

of ‘drinker? cannot ‘belong to “the deities; hence what theytam “indrapitasya?” 

indicates is the faet:of Indra being the deity (andd Indra? is'not.the deity of what 

is: offered ta Indihidgeija Tantravartika+-Transi, p.1126.) 


CADHIKARANA (19): The mantra beginning with ‘ gayatra- 
chchhandasah’ is iò be used in connection. with the 
eating of the remnant of the Soma-offerings at 
which several. metres are used. 


“SUTRA (41). 
 [Ponvararsa]— «PE METRE IS. LIKE THE Derry.” 
Bhasya. 


“In the Bhaksamanira weare discussing, there occurs the term ‘ gdyatra- 


` chehhandasah’ (Tai. Sarn. 3.2. 5. 2).—In regard to this; there arises the ques- 
. \tion—Is this section of the: mantra to be-used at the eating of the remnant 


of only that Soma-offering at which a single metre (Gayatrt) is used 10r 
is it to be used. at the eating of the remnant of that also at which several 
metres are used ? 

The Pirvapaksa on this question is that ‘the mantra is like: the Deity’ ; 
that is, just as the mantra (containing the term ‘indrapitasya’) is not to be 
used in a case where the Deity is Indra along with another Deity (as. decided 
in. ‘the. foregoing adhikarana),—so also: the: mantra. (containing the term _ 
* gayatrachchhandasah: ). should not be used in.a case where several metres 

vhave: ‘been used ;. for here also the compound ‘ gdyatrachchhandasah’ could 
not apply. to a ease where the ‘chhandah’ (metre) was the! gayatra’ along 
«with soma: other metre’. 


“SUTRA (42). 


| [SIDDRÄNTA j—In. REALITY, THE MANTRA SHOULD: BE USED 
/ IN ALL CASES \ BECAUSE: THERE IS ‘NO. CASE 
°WHERE A: SINGLE) METRE IS: USED. 


Bhasya. 


i Increality;. ‘the: mantra should be-used in the case of all offerings Why X 
cså-4-ABecauseoithere ie no case- where'a single metre is: used >Le: there is no 
> Somanoffening at which: a single: metre is :used,—of.which. the: association of 

«another ometre could: be: a: qualification. Consequently, ` the: mantra, in. 
;question. should be ‘used: in:connection: with: the: PeR nffering::: at which 
«several metres are used. aea e 


[Next follows the final Siddhanta on the whole question 
discussed under Stttras 27 to 42, Adhikaranas 
11 to 19]. 


SUTRA (43). 


[ FINAL SIDDHÄNTA ON THE WHOLE QUESTION]—AS HELD BY 
_ AITISHAYANA, ONE AND THE SAME MANTRA SHOULD BE. 
USED AT THE EATING OF THE REMNANTS OF ALL 
OFFERINGS ;—-BECAUSE WHAT THE MANTRA 
CONTAINING THE TERM ‘INDRAPITASYA’ 

REFERS TO IS THE ‘SAVANA’ 

[ NOT THE ‘Soma’],—THE 
TERM ‘PITA’ BEING 
FIGURATIVE. 


Bhiisya. 7 


It has been asserted above (under Adhikarana 17) that the eating of 
remnants of offerings not made to Indra should be done without mantras.— 
This is not right, In fact, all the eatings should be done with mantras ; 
and the mantra should be used just as it stands in the text (without any ` 
modifications).—As a matter of fact, the term ‘ indrapiia’ refers, not to the. 


Soma, but to the Savana,—as is clear from the fact. that the. term Peng 


‘ indrapitasya’ isin the same case (genitive) as the term ‘prdtahsavanasya’ .— 
« But we have the genitive ending in ‘somasya’ also”.—True, the genitive 
ending is there; but that does not take the two (indrapila and soma) 
appositional, Because the Soma (that remains) is not drunk by Indra ;—nor ` 
is it given to Indra ;—what has been drunk was something else; and this 
something else has ceased to exist; and what has ceased to exist is not 
pointed out by the pronoun ‘this’, which refers to something that is 
present.—All these objections are not applicable to the case of the Savana ; 
the Savana is ‘indraptia’ in the sense that the drinking has been done by 
Indra during that Savana; in this sense that offering also which has not 
been made to Indra becomes included under the Savana. named ‘ indrapita’, 
~and as such can be taken as spoken of by the mantra (containing the 

term ‘indrapitasya’). When it can be so taken, and it is enjoined as equally 

- applicable to all,--why should the mantra not be used in all cases ?—It is in 
the figurative (indirect) sense that what i is not ‘ cane by Indra’ comes to 
be epoken of as ‘drunk by Indra’. 2 

Such is the opinion of the revered. Teacher Aitishayana ;—such also is © 
our own view. The Teacher has been named, only with a view to show 
that the view was originally Eropoundied by him. 


Bnd of Pada ti of Adhya m1. a 


“DISCOURSE: It. 
PADA TH. 


ADHIKARANA (1): Properties like © ae e to 
the entire Veda, not to the form of the Mantra. 
SUTRA (1). 


[PoORvaPaKsa |—* Buoavsn or THE DREOT ÅSSERTION, THE WORDS 
SHOULD BE TAKEN AS STANDING FOR THE TYPES”. 


Bhasya.  - | 


{Having dealt with the use of Mantras according to the indication of their 


. words. we now proceed to deal with their use, in accordance with Syntactical 


Connection. ] 


In connection with the Jyotistoma we road—' Uchchair-rcha kriyaté, 


uchchaih simnd, upārhshu yajusã’ (Maitra. Sarh. 3. 6. 5). 


In regard to this, there arises the question—Do the worda cs ahs 
. < sāman’ and ‘yajus’) as found in this text stand for the types—‘ Rk’ 


(Verse), ‘S&man’ (Music) and ‘ Yajug’ (Prose-passage)—{i.e. for these kinds 


of mantras wherever found, irrespectively of the Vedic aamhitd of which _ 
they form part]—or to the Vedes—Rgvéda, Sdma-Véda and Yajsurvéda— — 
themselves [i.e. each of the Samhiids taken as a whole, composed of mantras, 


in both prose and verse] ? 

On this question, we have the following Piirvapakea—* They should be 
taken as standing for the types ;—why ?—because of the Direct Assertion; by 
merely hearing the words as used in the text, we understand that it isthe 
type that is meant; hence the quietness (sofineas) becomes connected with the 
type referred to (i.e, the yajus); and there is no word that. would connect: it 


with the entire Vēda (Yajurvéda),—Then according to this view, those - 


portions of the Yajurvéda which are in verse—and yet not found in the 
Rgveda—would come to be recited loudly; otherwise (if the properties 


applied to the Vedas, then all that forms part of the Yajurvéda,—be it in 
verse or in prose—would have to be recited quietly, and hence one and the — 

same verse (that is found in the Yajurvéda as also in the Bgvéda) would 

~ have both the properties alternatively ; and this would mean. the rejection | 

of the injunction in one case [because when the common verse is read loudly, 

the Yajurvedic injunction is violated, and when it is read softly, the Rgvedic = 

Injunction is. violated].—Lastly, the Pūrvapaksa view isin conformity with e 

the indications of the: Content s- otherwise, if the property (quietness, for ooo 
; instance) applied to the Véda, ‘then, at all. sacrifices, the same property of: 

- ; “which there ig no justification) © ee 
[according to the Pūrvapaksa, the quietness would have to be adopted only 


: quietness: would have to be adopted 


iw connection. with those. Yajus;,— 


rose,—mantras that are used at the 


Pas Kotina; Erom, all this it follows hat the words apply to the w 
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“SUTRA (2). 
'FSIDDHÄNTA]—ĪN REALITY, THE “WORDS SHOULD “BE TAKEN. AS STAND- 
ING FOR THE ENTIRE ‘ VEDA’; BECAUSE: THEY. ARE FOUND 
“IN A CONTEXT. DEALING. MOSTLY: WITH THE ‘VEDA’. 


` Bhagya. 


What is:declarad in the text should. be ree as referring to the Vada;— 

E why- 1— prayadarshandt’ [because they are found in:a-contexi dealing mostly 

with the Véda).—‘ What is the ‘prayadarshana’ (on which the Siddhania is 

» based) ?”—~The words in question are found in a passage dealing mostly with 

the Véde,—the passage starting with a reference to the Vēdas, and ending 

»with the: sentence containing the words. in question ;—this passage: is as 
follows—‘ Prajapati alone existed at the time,—he performed austerities,— 

while he..was: performing austerities, the. three. Deities, Agni, Vayu and 

Aditya, came out of him ;~these Deities performed austerities,—and while 

they were performing austerities, there came out from them. the three 

“Védas—the Rgvéda from Agni, the Yajurvéda from Vayu, and the Sdma- 

. vida from Aditya’ ;—starting thus, the passage concludes: with the follow- 
ing words—what is done with the. Rk is done loudly,—-what: is: done 
vwith. the Sdman is done loudly,—what is done with the: Yajus is done soft- 
ly? [t Uchehair-rehd kriyaté, uchchaih sémnd, wpdmshu yajusa’): For. this. 

_ : reason, we assert that. the loudness and. the quietness have to be adopted 
uwith what are mentioned ini the Context [i.e. the. Vedas. themselves] and 
»not. with: the types: of »mantras,: thé (metrical) Verse): (the verse » seth too ooo 
music, andi the prose). How: isi this: conclusion deduced ?’—HInasmach = ~ 
cas we find the-words (‘rk sand: thej rest) in the: concluding portion of the 
entire passage—which means that “inasmuch as. the\ Vedas: werespre duced — 
nin this manner; thoy should be:used:with loudness; ote.’,—we> ‘cone ude that 

lbs aoabldding: sentance. also must be taken as:containing the terms ‘rk’, 

| eGman band *yajus’ in the sense of the three Védas; specially as, if not so 

t taken; there:would be no syntactical connection ‘between the two portions 

_ oof the-passage, and this-would make the words entirely :meaningless.—From 

pii “vbhis: ‘it follows that the-words should be taken as standing for the Vedas. 


SUTRA (3). : 


- ALSO BECAUSE OF INDICATIVES. 


| Bhasya. 


There i isa text also which is. indicative of the fact that the words ‘rk’, 

‘ siman? and ‘yajus’ stand for the Védas;. this text is—‘(a) In the morn- 
ing, the Deity moves with rhs —(b) at mid-day, he stays by the Yajurvéda,—- 
(eat sunset; he-is. worshipped. with the Sdmavéda ;—(d) so that the Sun moves _ 
along, never bereft of the three Védas’ (Taitti. ‘Bri., 3518.9. Dy-here the 
> first: three. parts speak of the. yh * and the two ‘vedas’. (Yajurvéda and 
' Samavéda),.and then the fourth part: the sun moves along, never bereft 
of the three Védas’——recapitulates the whole. lot by means of the common: — 
‘sword * Vēdas’ in the p ‘whieh indicates that the term rk’ (in the first 


È 
l 


the: Yajurvéda whichiare not foun 
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part) also js meant to: stand for the Véda [as otherwise; ‘the plural. number ~ 
would be unjustifiable, as standing for only two: Vēdas, the Yajūrvëda and 
the \Sadmavéda].—From this also, we conclude that the terms:-in questio, 


stand for the Védas. 
SUTRA: (4). 


ALSO, BECAUSE ‘THERE IS A. DISTINCT INJUNCTION’ OF PROPERTY (TOR 


THE SAMAVEDA) ;—-AND IT COULD. HAVE NO CONNECTION WITH: 
THE SUBSTANCE ITSELF. 


Bhasya: 


There is a ‘distinct injunction of. the property (of loudness), in connec». 
tion with: the Sdman,—in the sentence ‘what is done with the Sdman. is: 
done loudly’ ;—this distinet injunction would be justifiable only if it referred: 
to the. Vēda; if it referred to the type of mantra.(i.e. the verses set-to music),.. 
then; inasmuch as the loudness of the Sama-verse would have been: estab-. 
lished ‘by the mere fact of its being a Rk (the-loudness whereof has already: 


been :enjoined ‘by the foregoing sentence) [as the .Séman is nothing more 
than the.‘ rk? verse ‘set ita music},;-—ita. connection: with. the thing: Sdman’ 


would. not need to be reiterated... [So that the distinct injunction in regard. 
to the Séman would be entirely ‘superfiuous|i-—From ‘all this it follows that. 
the words in question: should:be takenias standing for the Vēdas. 


| SUTRA. (5). . 
Toe wamE ‘ TRAYIVIDYA? Is APPLIED TO ONE WHO KNOWS THE: 
THREE Vepas.-(‘ TRAYVT’), 


Bhdsya.: 


That .person is called * Trayividya’, whose learning (vidya) consists of ` 
the’ Trayi,’—i.e. one who reads the three Védas.is called trayividya. . AS ae 
matter of fact, the term: trayi” ? ig well’ known as. applying to the Rk, Saman:. 
and. Yajusy and: it is only.by reason of these:three:terms-—‘7k’, < sdman? 


and‘ yajus*—standing for ‘the three: Vedas, that the name‘ Trayividya’ is 


applicable,-—and: actually applied--to the person knowing thé three Védas.~— - 


Forthis reason’also the words:in question must:stand for the. Védas.:. 


SUTRA (6). 


[Onsnoron]—* Iw: THE: CASE: OF: VERSES: (OP THE: Varpavaba: 
WHICH ARE NOT FOUND IN THE: RGVEDA), THE INJUNCTION 
(OF ‘ LOUDNESS’) COULD BE ‘FOLLOWED. LITERALLY 
forny IN ACCORDANCE. WITH THE PŪRVARAKŞA 
VIEw|”—IF THIS BE URGED,’ {then m 
answer sis as giyen in: the: nert 


Tt haš Te aed by: the. Papeupabain 


thate Those: metrical verses of 
th Ryda: could: be. recited witho _ 
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loudness—only if the Piirvapaksa view were accepted (by which metrical 
verses wherever found should be recited loudly); so that the injunction 
would be literally followed in this ¢ case.”’—Now this argument has got to be 
refuted. 


This Sūtra serves the purpose of stating the argument to be refuted 
[and the refutation follows in the next Sūtra]. 


SUTRA (7). 


[AnsweR}—I? IS NOT SÒ; BECAUSE THE QUALITY BELONGS TO THE 
WHOLE. 


Bhasya. 


‘The argument that has been urged does not vitiate our position; be- 
cause as a matter of fact, the quality of ‘loudness’ belongs to the entire 
Rgvéda, and the quality of ‘quietness’ belongs. to the entire Yajurvéda; 
under the circumstances, if those verses in the Yajurvéda that are not found 
„in the Rgvéda come to be recited quietly, there is nothing wrong in this; 
' because the quality pertains to the Vēda, not to the Rk; and the Véda does 

not come to have the two qualities (as urged by the Parvapaksin). 


SUTRA (8). 


INASMUCH AS THE CONNECTION OF THE VEDA. (WITH ‘LOUDNESS’ 
BTC. IS VOUCHED FOR By SyntacticaL CONNECTION), 
IT COULD NOT BE SET ASIDE BY THE CONTEXT. 
It has been argued by the Pirvapakein that it is only the Parvapakea 
- view that is in keeping with the indications of the Context.—But, as a matter 
». of fact the connection of the entire Vēda (with ‘loudness’, etc.) is vouched 


for by Syntactical Connection; and if Context is set aside by Syntactical 
Connection, t there is no incongruity in this. 


ADHIKARANA (2): At the < Firé-laying?: the singing is to be 
done quietly. 


SUTRA (9). 


WHEN THE PRIMARY AND THE SUBSIDIARY BELONG TO TWO. 
DIFFERENT VEDAS, THE VEDIC CHARACTERISTIC OF THE 
SUBSIDIARY IS TO BE DETERMINED BY THAT OF 
THE PRIMARY; AS THE SUBSIDIARY 1S 
SUBSERVIENT TO THE PRIMARY. 


Bhäsyz. 


The Fire-laying Rite has been spoken of in the text-—‘ Ya Svamvididnagni 
madhatte’ (Maitraé. Sarn. 1. 6. 6.) ;—it is'a rite enjoined inthe Yajurvéda;. at 
this rite, the singing of the Séman is laid down in the text— Ya évamvidvin 
viravantiyam gāyati” (Maitra. Sarn. 1. 6. 7.), € Ya évamviduin yajñäyajñiyam 
gayati’,—‘ Ya évamvidvan vamadévyam gayati’ (Maitra. Barh. 1. 6. 7.). 


In regard to this there arises the question—This singing at the Fire- | 


laying Rite—is it to be done ‘loudly’ (in accordance with the character of 


the Saémavéda, to which all Sima-singing belongs)—or ‘quietly’ (in aecord- 
ance with the character of the Yajurvéda to which the Primary Rite of . 


Fire-laying belongs) ? 
The Pirvapaksa view on this question is that the singing is to be done 


‘loudly.’ ;—why ?—because what is done through the Vdravantiya and other | 


Sämans is done through the Samaveds ; aes all these Sdémans are to be 
sung ‘loudly.’ 


On this we have the following Siddhanta—It there is a doubt as to whether 
the character of the Primary is to be altered in consideration of the charac- 


ter of the Subsidiary—or that of the Subsidiary should be altered in consi- - 


deration of the character of the Primary,—the only reasonable conclusion is 
that the character of the Subsidiary is to be altered, and that of the Primary 
is to be left intact.—Why 80 ?—Because the Subsidiary is subservient to the 
Primary ;—that is, the Performer takes up the performance of the Subsidiary 
solely for the purpose of making the Primary complete in all its details; if 
<- the performance of the Subsidiary brings about any defect in the character of 


the Primary, then nothing is gained by the performance of that: Subsidiary, | 


(since the main purpose of making the Primary complete in all details fails 
entirely). On the other hand, with a view to accomplish the details of the 
Primary, if the Performer undertakes the Subsidiary, and (in this perform- 


ance) drops a characteristic of that Subsidiary,—then no harm is done tohis 
main purpose; because the main purpose of his. undertaking the Subsidiary a 
` doesnot lie in making the. Subsidiary complete i in all its details—The singing ae 
of the: Sāmans is after all a Subsidiary to the Fire-laying Rite, which is the — 


` Primary. This Fire-laying Rite belongs to the Yajurvéda ;—hence its’ cha- 


a racteristic feature is isis amicta: ewh h characteristic, sets- aside. é loudness? 
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which is the characteristic of the Sdmavéda (to which the Sadma-singing ` 


belongs).—From all this it follows that the. Samans (at the Huedeyne: 
Rite) are to be sung ‘ quietly’, ‘ 


[Kumarila has proposed a somewhat different presentation of the adhikarana :— 
He puts the question in the form—In a case where a thing (e.g. Sama-singing) has its 
origin in one Véda (the SG@ma-Véda), but its application or use is laid down in 
another Vēda (the Yajurvéda), should that thing be equipped with the properties. 
peculiar to the former Véda, or with those of the latter ?—The Pirvapakea—* Inas- 
much as the origination of a thing always precedes its application, the properties. 
adopted should be those of the Véda in which the thing has its origin.”"—The Sid- 
dhinia—The properties should be those of that Veda which lays down its application, 
—-(1) because the origination of a thing is only for the sake of the uses to which it 
may be applied,—(2) because it is only when the thing in question—ie. the Sama- 


singing—is applied to actual use, that it stands in need of some tone (loud or quiet) ` 


-to be applied to it ; and hence the tanes enjoined in the texts ‘ Uchchaih rcha etc.’ sre 


those that can be perceived only at the time of application, not at the time of origin- . 


ation; as at the latter time it is not in use at all.—There are three other forms. 
proposed for this Adhikarana. See Tantravartika—Trans., pp- 1150-1151.] 


ADHIKABANA (3): The Tyotistoma belongs to the | 
Yajurveda, 


SUTRA (10). 


IF AN ACTION IS LAID DOWN IN ‘Two Vapas, iT 18 TO BE. 
TAKEN AS BELONGING TO THAT IN WHICH MOST OF ITS 
CONSTITUENT DETAILS ABE FOUND. 


Bhasya. . 
The Jyotistoma sacrifico is laid down in the Fajurvčda, in 5 the fexb— 
‘ Jyotistoména avargakame yajéta’ («One desiring heaven should perform 


the Jyotistoma sacrifice’) ;—there is a similar injunction of it in the Séma- 
Vēda also. As a rule, when an action has been laid down in one text, the 


mention of it in another text can only be for the purpose of laying down | | 


accessory details relating to it. 


_. In regard to this, therefore, arises the question—Is the injunction in — 
the Yajurvéda to be taken as serving the purpose of laying down the actual _ 
performance’ of the sacrifice, —and that in the Sdéma-Véda to be taken as’ 
serving the purpose of laying down accessory details relating to it? Or is it 


the other way about ?—[This enquiry is necessary, as] the performance will 


take up the characteristics of that Véda whose text is taken as laying down 


the. performance. 


The Pūrvapakga view on this question is that “it cannot be definitely | 
ascertained whether it is the Samavéda-text or the Yajurvéda-teat that is to. 
be regarded as laying dawn the performance, —as we do not find any. deter- - 


“mining factor in the case.’ 


Against this, we have the following Siddhdnta :—The question should be 
determined by the fact of one or the other Veda providing the larger number 


of details of the sacrifice in question ; so that the text of that Veda should ~ 


be regarded as laying down the performance of the sacrifice which provides 


the larger number of the sacrificial details. As a matter of fact, when a | 
‘Veda lays down the performance of a sacrifice, it is there that there arises. 


the need for information regarding the. details of its procedure; and an in- 


vat junction of these details of procedure has its right place only where such in-. , 


formation is needed ;—wherever the larger number of sacrificial details are 


laid down, t that is what constitutes the ‘Procedure’ ;—so that it is on the basis 
> ofthis principle (of the laying down ofthe larger number of sacrificial details) Ss 
that we shall determine by inference which particular. text is to be. regarded n 


“BS the. injunction of the performance.—In a case where many persons re- 


abe sembling the king are seated, we infer that one to be the king who has a white } : 
umbrella (over his head) and chowries (on his two sides),—even though hemay 
“not be actually pointed out as the King; ;—in this same manner, when we find: 


= that it is the 9 Yajurveda? text whioh h lays down the ee number of sacrificial 
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details of the Jyotistoma,—which fact is a sign of its being the injunction of 
its performance,—we conclude that this text is the injunction of the per- 
formance. . . 7 oe . 

From this it follows that the performance of the Jyotistoma should be 
-done ‘ quietly’ ; as it is by the Yajurveda that the sacrifice is enjoined, and 
hence it is by means of that Veda that the sacrifice is performed ;—and 
‘what is not enjoined cannot be performed. 


{Kumérila is not satisfied with this explanation of the Sūtra. He explains the 
‘meaning of the Sitra to be as follows:—‘ That action which is mentioned in two 
Vedas should have its appellation determined by the mention of a larger number,— 
i.e. the whole—of its constituent details, which may be capable of supplying all its 
requirements’. See Tantravartika—Trans., p. 1154.] © 


ADHIKARANA (4): The ‘Context’ is indicative of the 
connection of subsidiaries, 


SUTRA (11). 


THAT WHICH IS NOT CONNECTED (oramawisy, > BECOMES CONNECTED 
‘THROUGH CONTEXT ; BECAUSE DETAILS OF PROCEDURE ARE 
ALWAYS WANTED. 


Bhasya. 


(a) Direct Assertion, (b) Indicative Power, and (c) Syntactical Connection,. 
—these three means of determining the connection of subsidiaries have been: 
duly described (in the foregoing Adhikaranas): (a) The Direct Assertion— 
‘ Aindrya garhapatyam upatisthaté’ (Maitra-Sar. 3. 2. 4)—has been ‘found 
to determine, through the Accusative ending (in ‘ garhapatyam’), the use 
of the manira (under Si. 3. 2. 8);—(b) Indicative Power, which consists in 
the force of words contained in the manira, has been found to determine the 
application of the manira ‘ Varhirdévasadanam dami’ [Maitra-Sarm. 1. 1.2] | 
‘(ander Sü. 3. 2. 1) ;—-(c) Syntactical Connection has been shown to determine 
the connection of subsidiaries (under Si. 3. 1. 12) as in the case of ‘ arunayi 
 kringti’, Tai, Sarh. 6. 1. 6. 7). 

Now there arises the question—Are these the only means of determin- 
ing the use of mantras ?—The answer is—No.—What then is the rner 


- means ? | 
‘It is with this question that the iraient investigation starts ; just as in 


the case of such questions as—What is the name of this river Pe What 1 isthe | 


name of this mountain ?—What fruit is this ? 

The answer to the said question is provided by the Saira—That which 
is not connected (otherwise) becomes connected through Context, because details 
of procedure are always wanted.. That is to say, that which is not connected 
(with any act), through either Direct Asseriion, or Indicative Power, or 
Syntactical Connection,—becomes connected through Conteat,—because details 
of procedure are always wanted ; that is, when a certain statement (injunction 
of action) is found to’stand in need for the statement of the details of 


procedure (of the action enjoined),—and i in close proximity to it is found a 


statement which is capable of supplying this need,—then this latter state- 
ment. becomes syntactically connected with the aforesaid injunctive sen- 


tence ; and hence that procedure comes to, be Ao at the action = 


enjoined. ` 


: "served by this enquiry m: 


Ib connection with the Darshappbrnaméso aaora; we reid“ Baridho 
ırhīr yajati, svihakararn yajati,’ (Taitti, 
Sah 2 Be L Di and oo the force of Contest, all these acts {pacrttises) 


2 y njati, tantinapaiam yajati, ido yajati, 


- «What is the example for such connection 1—What too is. the: purpose 7 
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come to be performed i in connection sik tha Darehapirnamdsa-sacrifice,—not 
with either the Agnihotra or the Jyotistoma. 


[So long as the continuity of the details of procedure relating to the Primary _ 
Action has not been broken,—whatever other action happens to be mentioned, 
without the mention of a distinct result, is to be taken as an auxiliary of the said 


Primary ;—and this conclusion is based upon the force of the Coniext.—Tantravartika 
—Trans., p..1156.] 


ADHIKARANA (5): The connection of substan indicated 
by the Order of Sequence. 


SUTRA (12). 


TEE E OF SEQUENCE ALSO (DETERMINES THE CONNECTION 
OF SUBSIDIARIES), ON THE GROUND OF THE SAMENESS 
‘OF PLACE, 


Bhagya: 


‘Question—* es these [Direct Assertion, Indicative Pia Syntactical l 
Connection and Context} then the only means of ‘determining the connection 
of subsidiaries ? ” 

Answer—No. 

Question—“ What else then ?” l 

Answer—The Order of Sequence also, on the ground of the sameness of 
place. When one set of actions and another set of accessories are laid down 
in a definite order of sequence,—then there is inferred a sort of mutual 
” need between the action mentioned in one place in the series.of actions, 


and the accessory mentioned in the same place in the series of accessories; | 


‘and when this need is there, the two become syntactically connected ;— 
` consequently the accessory in question is used at the action in question. 


«Where is: there an instance of such use? Nunes too is the use of l 


-this enquiry ?” 

, A set of three sacrifices is mentioned in a definite order of sequence 
{(1) Agnéya—, (2) Upamshuydja—, (3) Agnisomiya] ; among the three mantras’ 
mentioned, the mantra mentioned in the same place (i.e. the second) as the 
Updmshuydja is ‘ Dabdhirnamasi, ete.’ (Taitti. Sarn. 1, 6. 11.6; See Manava 
Shrautasiiira, 1. 4. 2. 4) [the first mantra being ‘ Agnéraham dévayajyayd, 


eic’, and the third, ‘ Agnisomiyayoraham, etc.’];—a mutual need thus being 


inferred between the second sacrifice and the second manira, the two.are 
syntactically connected and the mantra comes to be used accordingly. 
Similarly, there is the Aindrdgna sacrifice laid down as to be performed 
by one whose kith and kin have been ruined and one who has enemies 
{Maitra-Sarn. 2. 1. 1]; in connection with this there are two Ydajydnu- 
vikyds laid down, both related to Indra- Agni—first, ‘Indragni. rochanä 


divah’ ‘ Pravarsanibhyah’ (cf. Maitrā-Sarn. 4. 10. 4),—and second, ‘ Indragni. 


navatim purah: Shnathadvrtram’ (Maitré-Sarh. 4. 10. 5);—the use of. these 


v. mantras at the Aindragna ‘sacrifice having been already indicated. by the ` 


Indicative Power of the words of the mantras themselves,—it is. through 


the order in which the two mantras oceur. in the text that. we. get at the- - 
particulars of their use, to the- effect that. ‘the First mantra: is to be used 
at the Arat. Aindrägna sacrifice and the second mantra at the second Ain- Sn iE 


röga sacrifice. 


‘These | are ~ examples; ‘and ‘this ‘also makes clear the use 2 of the Me 


= Adhikarana. 


ADHIKARANA (6): The connection of subsidiaries 
| determined by ‘Name’. 


SUTRA (18). 


‘Name’ ALSO (DETERMINES THE CONNECTION); BECAUSE IT IS FOR 
THAT PURPOSE. 


Bhasya. 


Question—‘‘ Are the aforesaid the only means for determining the 
connection of subsidiaries?” 

- Answer—No; Name also is a means of determining the same. 

Question—* How can Name be the means of determining the connection 
of subsidiaries 2” . 
_ Answer—A Name is applied to things only on the basis of some connec- 


tion or relationship; for instance, in ordinary parlance the name ‘cooker” 
is applied to one who is connected with the action of cooking, and the 


_ name ‘chopper’ is applied to one who is connected with the act of chop- 

- ping.—Similarly in the Veda also, when we find a term expressing connection : 

with things eternal, we have the cognition of that connection. i 
Question—** What instance is theré of this? What too is the use of 


this investigation ?” 


Answer—Those ‘acts that are found to.be named as ‘ Adhvaryava’ should 
be performed by the Adhvaryu priest,_and those named as ‘ Hauira’, by 
the Hoty priest.--This isthe instance of the connection of things ae 
indicated by Name; and the purpose also served by this is that we get at 

the said conclusion regarding the performance of the acts. 


ADHIKARANA (7): Among the six means of determining the 
connection of subsidiaries—‘ Direct Assertion’, ‘ Indicative 
Power’ and the rest,—that which precedes is more 
authoritative than that which follows. 


SUTRA (14). 


AMONG ‘DIRECT Assertion’, ‘ INDICATIVE POWER’, ‘SYNTACTICAL 
Connection’, ‘Context’, * PLACE’ AND ‘NaME’,—THAT. 
WHICH FOLLOWS IS WEAKER THAN THAT WHICH `` 
PRECEDES ;--BECAUSE IT IS MORE REMOTE 
FROM THE FINAL OBJECTIVE. 


Bhasya. 


The means of determining the connection of subsidiaries— Direct Asser- — 


tion’, ‘Indicative Power’, ‘Syntactical Connection’, ‘Context’, ‘Place’ and 
‘ Name ’—have been described.—Now arises the question—-Which of these is 
to be regarded as most authoritative in a case where they are all applicable 
(but in conflict with one another)? As a matter of fact, one sentence can 


_ have only one meaning; so that no one thing can be taken as connected | 


- with two things at one and the same time; consequently there is likely to be 
a conflict between any two of the said six means. 


(A)—‘ Direct Assertion’ more authoritative than ‘ Indicative Power’. 


(1) The first question therefore that has to be considered is—Between 
‘Direct Assertion’ and ‘Indicative Power’, which is to be regarded as the 
more authoritative ?--** Which is the particular instance where there is such 
a conflict ?’’—In regard to the Injunction ‘ Aindryd garhapatyam upatisthate ° 
(‘With the Aindrt verse, one should worship the Garhapatya Fire’ Maitra- 
Sara. 3. 2. 4),-there is the question as to whether the ‘worshipping 
with the Aindri verse’ may be done of Indra or of the Garhapatya Fire (as 
one may choose)—or is it to be done of the Garhapatya Fire only ?-—If the 
two, means (Direct Assertion and Indicative Power) are of equal autho- 
rity, then there would be option (one may do the ‘worshipping’ either 
of Indra or of the Garhapatya Fire) ;~-if however Direct Assertion is. more 


£ authoritative, then the * worshipping ° should. be done of. the Garhapat, ya 


<: Fire only. —‘“In this case what is ‘the Direct Assertion and what the Indi- 
cative Power. 2?” —The Direct Assertion consists in the: presence of the 


term ‘ ‘ garhapatya’ itself i in the Injunction [whereby the worshipping should: 


be done of the Garhapatya Fire only and | ndicative Power consists in the = 
i dri. ‘verse itself; which reads. as 


presence of. the term ‘indra’ 
n Kadā cha. na ‘starirasi ‘néndra sashch 
: Sark. 1 5 8. 4; Herod 8 8. 5h. es s term 
: be 9: = 


igé (Mai.-Sarh. 1. 3- 26; Taitti, 


“indra? having: the “power of - 
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indicating the deity Indra (to whom. ohe worshipping would be done with 
_the mantra). 

Question—“* What is a ‘sentence’ ?’* 

Answer—When a number of words eonbins to express. an iden, they 
constitute a sentence. 

Objection‘ If that is so, then the Aquncion: ‘ Aindryd. garhapatya- 
mupatisthaté’ is a sentence, and so also is the mantra, ‘ Kadai cha na starirasi, 
ete.” ; as in both these a number of words combine to express an idea. Such 
being the case, the instance cited is one of conflict. between one Sentence 
(Syntactical Connection) and another Sentence (Syntactical Connection), not 
between Direct Assertion and Indicative Power.—Or, the discrimination may 
be made among all these three—Direct Assertion, Indicative Power and Syn- 
tactical Connection,—it being determined that such is the difference between 
Direct Assertion and Syntactical Connection, and such between Indicative 
Power and Synétactical Connection.” 

Answer—Indicative Power is the power or capacity of a word to Senate 
a certain thing ;—while Direct Assertion consists in the expression of that 
meaning which is understood on the mere hearing of the word; this being 
called ‘ Shruti’, i.e. Hearing. —It has already been explained that when several 
words express a single idea, they constitute a ‘sentence’. Now asa matter of 
fact, all these three contingencies are present, either collectively or sev- 

erally, in all sentences.—In the case in question, however, the idea that 
* Indra is to be worshipped with the mantra ‘ Kada cha na starirasi, etc.’ is not 
' got at on the mere hearing of any word ;—nor is there any word. which, 
uttered in proximity to another word, could supply this idea;—all that 
happens is. that in the mantra the term ‘indra’ is present, which has the 
< power to indicate a certain deity, by the denoting of which a useful purpose 
is served ;—viz. that the idea is provided that in the ‘worshipping’ of the 
deity Indra, the term ‘indra’ should be used,—as also the other words (of 
‘the mantra) that are syntactically connected with that term ;—on the other 
hand, there is no word in this manira which has the power to indicate the 
Garhapatya Fire as the deity to be ‘worshipped’; in fact the idea that the 
Garhapatya Fire is to be worshipped we obtain from directly hearing the 
term ‘ gdrhapatya’ itself (in the injunction * A indryd garhapatyamupatisthaté’), 
~~not from the Indicative Power (of any word).—Thus then, it comes to this: 
If Indicative Power is more authoritative than Direct Assertion, then Indra 
should be worshipped with the mantra; whereas if Direct Assertion (of 
gaérhapatya).is more authoritative than Indicative Power, then the Garha- 
patya Fire should be worshipped with the manira. 

Objection—* If such is the case then the comparison to be instituted in 
this instance is between Indicative Power and Syntactical Connection (Sen- 
tence),—not between Indicative Power and Direct Assertion. Because Indra is’ 

to be taken as to be worshipped, où the strength of the power of the term 


‘indra’ to indicate the particular. deity, Indra,—in the event of Indicative | í 


“Power being more authoritative ;—if, on the other hand, Syntactical Connec- 
tion {Sentence) is the more authoritative, then Gdrhapatya Fire is to be. 
worshipped ; as this is what i is isos: ae the aac ira garha- 
is hauls ghee which is a sentence.” 
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Answer—It is not so; even though the injungtion (‘dindryd gérhapatyam 
upatisthaté’) is a sentence, yet it also contains a Direct Assertion; and what 
is actually contradicted by Indicative Power is this Direct Assertion, not the 
sentence.—‘* How so?”—Ewven if Indicative Power were the more authori- 
tative, the meaning indicated by it (that ‘Indra should be worshipped’), 
could be got at only through the said term ‘indra’ being syntactically con- 
nected with the word ‘ gérhapatyam’ (in the Injunction); if it were not so syn- 
tactically connected with the term ‘ garhapatyam’, then the idea expressed by 
this term would be incompatible with the said Indicative Power; so that if 
the Indicative Power is the more authoritative, then, what is expressed by 
the term ‘ gérhapatya’ will have to be rejected; as this would have no con- 
nection with the act of ‘worshipping’; and in that case the term ‘gdarha- 
paiya’ would have to be taken as (somehow) denoting the deity Indra itself, 
or proximity to the Fire [the meaning being that ‘with the Aindri verse one 
should worship Indra near the Garhapatya Fire’}].—If, on the other hand, 
Direct Assertion were the more authoritative, then the idea of ‘worshipping 
Indra’, which is expressed by Indicative Power, would be set aside.—Thus 
then, the instance cited is one really of conflict between Direct Assertion and 
Indicative Power, not between Indicative Power and Syntactical Connection. 


Or [we may put the case differently]—The idea of Indra or Garhapatya 


being the deity to be worshipped is not obtained through the Syntactical 
Connection (of the term ‘ Indra’ or ‘ Garhapatya’); in fact, the idea of Indra ` 


_ being the deity to be worshipped is deduced from the fact of the Mantra 
_. containing the term ‘ indra *,—and the idea of the Garhapatya Fire being the 
_ deity to be worshipped is obtained from hearing the Accusative ending (in . 


‘girhapatyam’).—Thus also the conflict is between Direct. Assertion and 


_Indicative Power. 


Now then (on this question of conflict between Direct. Assertion and. 
Indicative Power), we have the following Pirvapaksa—‘* Both these (Direct 


Assertion and Indicative Power) are of equal authority 3—why ?-—because 
this and that—i.e. Direct Assertion and Indicative Power—are the means of de- - 


termining the connection of subsidiaries ;—between one cognition and another, 
there is no difference in form,—as that this has a form like that of an ephe- 
meral thing and that has a form like that of a lasting thing.—‘ But as a 
matter of fact, the form of Indicative Power is like that of an. ephemeral 
thing, inasmuch. as the cognition obtained from it is always doubtful, while 
that obtained from Direct Assertion is certain.’—This is not right; because - 
if the cognition derived from Indicative Power were doubtful, then there. 
could be no conflict or comparison between Indicative Power and Direct Asser- 


tion. In fact, it is because the. cognition. derived. from Indicative Power iso 
certain that it can be treated as an alternative to Direct Assertion.—é But, ; 
as a matter of fact, the cognition derived from Indicative Power is never free 
from doubt. Pt is not so; -becau 
- not.be a valid means of cognition 


all.— It imay not be a valid means of 
cognition ; but: in regard. to things ogni: ed by means of Indicative Power 


2 thore. is Mwaya a iSopbe {asii to de: bein true or T- Othapwise), >: we may. 
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go further; the cognition derived from Indicative Cognition is not even 
doubtful ; it is entirely invalid, wrong. For all that is learnt from Indica- ` 
tive Power is that such and such a word has the power to accomplish such 
and such a purpose; and when one thing is capable of accomplishing a cer- 
tain thing, it is not necessary that it should accomplish it only when there 
is no verbal declaration to that effect. Hence we conclude that Indicative 
Power is not a means of determining the connection of subsidiaries.’—Our 
answer to this is as follows :—When a thing is spoken in proximity to a cer- 
tain thing in a context dealing with this latter,—then the former is regard- 
ed as a means of accomplishing the latter ;—and when the question arises 
as to how it. will help in the accomplishment of that thing,—we obtain 
definite information regarding it from the Power or capacity of the thing,— 
i.e. the thing will be useful for the purpose to the extent that it may be 
capable of doing. It is thus that Indicative Power comes to be a valid. 
means of determining the use of things.—Nor is there any ground for discri- 
minating between the validity (and authority) of Indicative Power and that 
of Direct Assertion (whereby we could reject the authority of one or the 
other).—Hence it follows that these two means (Direct Assertion and Indi- 
cative Power) are of equal authority ; so that on the strength of Indicative 
Power, the mantra ‘ Kadd cha na starirast, ete., is to be used in worshipp- — 
ing Indra, and on the strength of Direct Assertion, it is to be used in wor- 
shipping the Garhapatya Fire-—Further, we accept this conclusion (viz. 
that the two courses are optional) on the ground that there is no incom- 
patibility between the two alternatives. Even in a case where one reason | 

is stronger than the. other, it sets aside this latter only when: there is — 
an incompatibility between the two,—not when there is no incompatibility, 
And there is no incompatibility in the conclusion that ‘with the manira in’ 
question one should worship Indra or the Garhapatya Fire’.—‘ There is cer- 

tainly this incompatibility (or incongruity) in this conclusion that while 

only one act of worshipping has been enjoined, the act is done more than 

once (once of Indra and then of Gdrhapatya)’.—-But subsidiary acts are al- 

ways repeated along with each of the several primaries,—so that the 

act of worshipping is repeated only with reference to the different deities to 

be worshipped ; and this is quite logical, there is no incongruity in it.—‘ Well, 

then, there:is this incongruity: when the mantra is used in worshipping the 

Garhapatya Fire, the term tindra’ (contained in the mantra) would be taken 

as denoting the Fire, and it would stand in need of some quality or function 


| (establishing the similarity of the Fire to the deity Indra) ;—and when it is 


used in worshipping Indra, the term ‘indra’ would denote the deity Indra, 
independently by itself; and as between the indirect and direct significa- 
tion, the direct one is to be accepted.” —It is nob so, we reply. The direct 
meaning is to set aside the indirect meaning only when there is an incom- 


-7 patibility between] the two; in the present case, there is no incompatibili- 


-ty ; because there would be incompatibility only if the two meanings were 
expressed at one and the same time; as a matter of fact, however, the term 


‘indra’ is taken as denoting the Fire at one act (where the worshipping is €53.. 


done of the Garhapatya Fire), while. it is taken as denoting the deity Indra. 
at an entirely different act iphone 1 the worshipping is done of Indra). — 
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From all this it follows that the two—Direci Assertion and Indicative 
Power—are of equal authority.” 

In reply to the above Parvapakea, w we sbie the following Siddhänta :— 
Between Direct Assertion and Indicative Power, Direct Assertion is the more 
authoritative.—Why ?—Because of remoteness from the final objective — 
“ What is this remoteness from the objective ? ”—It is remoteness— viprkarsa’ 
. —of the objective, ‘artha’ ?—‘* What is this objective, ‘ artha’ ?”’—It is what is 
expressed by the Vedic text directly. For instance, in the case in question 
the idea that ‘one should worship the Garhapatya Fire’ is what is express- 
ed most proximately by the Direct Assertion (contained in the injunction 
‘ Aindryd garhapatyam upatisthaté ’),—while the idea that ‘ Indra should be 
worshipped * is very much ‘remoter’ ; that is, the idea that ‘Indra should be 
worshipped with the mantra, Kadā cha na starirasi, etc.’ is not directly ex- 
pressed by any Vedic text; even though the mantra contains a word 
capable of denoting Indra, since there is no assertion regarding the use of 


the mantra in worshipping that Indra, it is understood that Indra i is not to 


be worshipped with the mantra. 


Opponeni—“It has already been explained that, inasmuch as the 
mantra occurs in the Context of a particular sacrifice, it is regarded as an 
accessory of that sacrifice ;—and on the strength of its Indicative Power, it 
is taken as to be used in the worshipping of Indra.” 


B Answer—Itisnot so; it has already been declared above that—‘ inas- 
< much as Dharma is based upon the Veda, what is not Veda should be dis- 
regarded’ (Sūtra 1. 3. 1).—As a matter of fact, both of what have been cited 


 — Context and Indicative Power—are not Veda ;—and in the matter of things 

beyond the range of Sense-perception, there is no means of cognition avail: 
able except the Veda. It is for this reason that we hold that Indicative 
Power is very remote from the objective of Direct Assertion. l 


Objection—“I£ such is. the case (and Indicative Power, being not 


> Veda, is no authority in super-sensuous matters), then, Indicative Power 
could never be a means of determining anything, even where there is no 
Direct Assertion to the contrary ; so that it comes to this that there is no 
‘truth in the assertion that ‘Indicative Power is a means (of determining the 
connection of subsidiaries)’; and in that case how could there be any con- 


flict between Indicative Power and Direct Assertion? For all these reasons we 
assert that there is no ground for instituting any comparison hetween the j 


authority of Indicative Power and that of Direct Assertion. ee 


-Reply—When a certain act mentioned in a context stands in need of ‘the, 


mention of-its details of procedure, and a mantra is found in close proximity 


to it,—the mantra, by the force of its presence in the text, comes to be syn- 5 
tactically. connected with the words speaking. of the act, —and this gives. 


rise to the idea that “one should perform the act of sacrifice with this man- 


tra? ` —that is to say—‘ when one is seeking to obtain the desired result by ae 


means of the sacrifice, one should d help the performance of the sacrifice with 


, the mantra concerned (‘ Kada ; 
ifice. except bý indicating the deity. : 
nelusion thet. : Indra should ‘be a 
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taken as indicated by the mantra’.—This idea is thus one that is based upon l 
the Vedic Text (Direct Assertion) itself. — 

Objection—‘‘ If the idea is based upon Direct Assertion, it cannot be 
set aside by any other Direct Assertion; so that either Indicative Power 
should not be regarded as authoritative or it should be treated as optional 
with (equal in authority to) Direct Assertion.” | 

We assert that it is neither to be regarded as devoid of authority nor 
to be treated as optional with Direct Assertion.—How so ?—It has been ex- 
plained that the idea (derived from Indicative Power) is based upon Direct 
Assertion; hence it cannot be totally devoid of authority ;—and yet, there 
is a remoteness from the objective, inasmuch as the idea that ‘ Indra should 
_be worshipped with this mantra’ is derived from Direct Assertion indirectly, 
through the inference of a syntactical connection (between the mantra and — 
the injunction of the sacrifice) and of a power (in the mantra) of indicat- 
ing (the deity, Indra) ;—while the idea that. ‘the Gdrhapatya Fire is to be 
worshipped with this mantra’ is obtained directly from the Direct Assertion 
in the text ‘with the Aindrt mantra one should worship the Gdrhapatya 
- Fire’.—(In the case of Indicative Power) thus, in the first place, there is to 
be a recognition of the Indicative Power itself, and then by the force of this 
power, the particular idea becomes indicated ;—now all this cannot be 


possible when the idea (to be thus got at) is one that is contrary tothe — 
. Direct Assertion which clearly declares that * the Garhapaiya Fire is to be 


worshipped with this mantra’, and from which we already obtain the idea 
as to the manner in which the mantra is to help the sacrifice ;—-when this. 
idea has been already obtained (from Direct Assertion), there is no justifica-. 
. tion for the. assumption that the idea of Indra being worshipped withthe 
mantra is derived from Syniactical Connection and Context, which (in face of 
the Direct Assertion) could not acquire the capacity to provide any such 
ides. 
-From all this it follows that by reason of its ‘remoteness from the 
. objective’ » Indicative Power is set aside by Direct Assertion. 

. his same conclusion is to be accepted also on the ground that it is not 
right to admit of an Option (as suggested in the Pirvapaksa). Asamatter of 
fact, it isnot right to admit an Option; because when an option is admitted, 
it means that i in one alternative something that is directly enjoined is to be 
rejected ; for instance, in the case in question, the idea that ‘ the Gdrhapatya 

> = Féreis to be worshipped with the Aindri mantra’ having been directly express- 
ed by the Text as unalterable (eternal),—if we accept the negation of this 
idea (when we accept the other alternative of Indra being worshipped, as 

-indicated by Indicative Power),—it means the rejection of what has been 
directly asserted by the Veda, and the acceptance of what is not so asserted ; 
—~and the acceptance of what is not asserted is as open to objection ag 
the: rejection of what is asserted ; because in both cases, a well- ascertained 

“idea is rejected, -Thus then, on. account of the fact that it is not right to 
admit an Option, we conclude that between Direct Assertion and aed aad 

Power, Direct Assertion is the more authoritative. 

It has been argued (by the Pérvapaksa) that the rejection (of Indicative. 

> Power by Direct Aasertion) could be night only if there were & conflict be- 
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tween the two, and in the case in question, there is no conflict—As a 
- matter of fact, however, there is actual conflict ; as the Vedic text could be 
taken as expressive of the idea that * Indra should be worshipped ’ only on 
the basis of Syniactical Connection and Context, which (in face of the Direct 
Assertion to the contrary) have not acquired the capacity of providing such 
an idea ;—no such idea can be expressed by any such Syniactical Connection 
and Context as have acquired the requisite capacity (from Direct Assertion) ; 
nor is it possible for Syntactical Connection and Context to be regarded, at one 
and the same time, as having acquired the requisite capacity and also as 
having not acquired the requisite capacity.—Thus there is a real conflict ; and 


when there is conflict, between the two, Direct Assertion is more authoritative 
than Indicative Power. 


(B) ‘ I ndicative Power’ is more authoritative than * Syntactical 
Connection’. 


Question—‘‘ What is the example of conflict. between Indicative Power 
and Syntactical Connection ?” 

Answer—There is a mantra ‘(a) Syonanté sadanam krnomi ghriasya 
dhirayd sushivam kalpayiimi—(b) tasmin sidimrté pratitistha vrihindm mëdha 
sumanasyamanah’ [(a)*O Cake, I am preparing a pleasant seat for thee and am 
making it comfortable with a stream of butter ;—(b) O essence of corns, with 
mind at ease, please sit and remain steady on this seat’] (Taitti. Bra. 
8.7. 5. 2-8; see Mana. Shrau. Sü. 1. 2. 6, 19).—In regard to this mantra there 
arises the following question:—Is the entire manira to be used at the 
preparing of the seat and the placing of the Cake? Or the portion (a) ending 
with ‘kalpcydmi’ is to be used at the preparing of the seat (by spreading 
Kaisha grass), and the portion (b) beginning with ‘tasmin sida’ at the 
' placing of the Cake ? The point to consider is that, if Syntactical Connection 
has. a higher authority than Indicative Power, then the entire mantra is 
to be used at both the acts.—‘* How so?’’—The phrase ‘tasmin sida’ is 
grammatically dependent upon the sentence ending with the words‘ sushé- 
vam kalpaydmi”’ and hence becomes syntactically connected with that prece- 
ding sentence, the construction being—‘yat kalpaydmi tasmin sida’ 
[Please sit on what I am preparing’].—If, on the other hand, Indicative . 
Power has the higher authority, then the portion (a) ending with € kalpa- 
yami’ should be used at the preparing of the seat,—because the sentence 
‘ syonanté sadanam krnomi’ [*I am preparing a seat for thee’] is sufficient 

to indicate the act of preparing the seat, and. the portion (6) beginning 

with‘ tasmin sida’ is sufficient to indicate the placing of the Cake, and hence 
- this latter portion should be used at the placing of the Cake, 

-On this question we have the following Pūrvapaksa :=— Both these 
means (Indicative Power and Syntactical. Connection) are of equal strength 
: (authority); because, as a matter of. fact, Indicative Power is not held tobe- 


oo “superior: (in authority) to Syntactical. Connection, in the» game way. that 


` Direct Assertion thas been held to be 
`- even further), it is Syntactical Connecti 
==‘ Why ?’—Becauise Indicative Po fi 
i and : hat i is a roa. authoritat V 


Q Indicative Power,—Or (we may go 
, that is superior to Indicative Power. 

is what isset aside by Direct Assertion, oh 
an ever be set aside; hence we conclude l 
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that Indicative Power is T ephomeral (and not otad of any 
- lasting authority); because what i is set aside by one is liable to be set aside 
by another also.” + 
Against this Parsepaken we have the following Siddhanta :—Between In- 
‘dicative Power and Syntactical Connection, Indicative Power is possessed of 
higher authority ;—why ?—because of the remoteness of the objective.— What 
is ‘ the remoteness of the objective’ in this case ? ’’—Inasmuch as the mantra 
occurs in proximity to the Darshapirnamdsa sacrifice with which the Con- 
text deals, we conclude that it is subsidiary to that sacrifice ;—now as regards 
the portion (b) of the mantra beginning with the words ‘ tasmin sida’, it has 
the power to indicate the act of placing the Cake ; hence when it comes to be 
used at this act of placing the Cake, the presence of the mantra becomes justi- 
fied and the purpose of its indication becomes fulfilled. There is, on the other 
hand, no authority whereby this portion of the mantra could be used also at 
the preparing of the seat.—Similarly, the other portion (a) of the mantra— 
‘ Syonanté sadanam kinomi, etc. —is regarded as subsidiary to the Darsha- 
piirnamdsa on the ground of its occurring in the Contest of that sacrifice,—and 
when, on the basis of its indicative power, it comes to be used: at 


the preparing of thé seat, it has its purpose fulfilled, and hence cannot. 
be used at the placing of the Cake, specially as there can be no useful purpose 


-served by its being used at this act of placing.—Then again, the portion (b) be- 
ginning with ‘ tasmin sida’ has no ‘ power’ (or capacity) to be used at the pre- 


©  parmg of the seat; nor has the portion (a) beginning with < syonanté’ the 


‘power `° to be used at the placing of the Cake. —What may be possible is that 


the second portion (6) may acquire the“ power’ to be used at the preparing 


of the seat after becoming syntactically connected with the first portion (a),— 


"and the first portion (a) may acquire the ‘power’ to be used at the placing 


of the Cake after becoming syntactically connected with the second portion; 
and neither of the two portions, by itself, has the said power ;—this is the 


ioe remoteness of the objective’ (in the event of Syntactical Connection being 


| taken as:the determining factor in the case in question). 


Further, the inherent (direct) ‘power’ that the portion (a)—' Syonanié, | 


etc. ’—possesses of indicating the act of preparing the seat is primary ;—while 
the ‘power’ (to indicate the act of preparing the seat) which the second 
: portion (b)— Tasmin sida, etc.’ —acquires by becoming syntactically connect- 
ed with the first portion is only secondary. Thus then, the use of the first 
portion of the mantra at the preparing of the seat becomes declared directly 
by the indicative power inherent in the mantra itself, and hence the meaning 
of the Direct Assertion (Vedic) is in close proximity to the Indicative Power ; 
~-on the other hand, in the case of a similar use (at the act of preparing the 


~ seat) of the second portion of the Mantra, the requisite meaning of the Direct | 


Assertion could be got at only indirectly, after its power ‘to indicate’ that 
-act had been brought into existence (by its becoming syntactically connected 
-with the first portion) ;—so that i in this case, the meaning of Direct Assertion 

becomes intervened by Indicative Power (whose functioning is necessary before 


. the required meaning is obtained through Syntactical Connection) and hence, — | 


‘to that extent, it is “remote ’,—-Similarly, in the case. of the act. of placing 
the Cake, its connection with me second Portoa is prowimate (direct), while 


| 
| 
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that with the first portion is intervened by Indicative Power (whose func- 
tioning is necessary before the required meaning can be obtained from Syn- 
tactical Connection).—From all this it follows that between Indicative 
Power and Syntactical Connection, Indicative Power is possessed of higher 
authority; hence, even though the first portion of the mantra,—‘ Syonanté, 
ete.’—is needed (syntactically) by the second portion,—and as such might 


be used at the placing of the Cakes—yet, what should be done is that the - 


sentence should be split up and the first portion used only at the preparing 
of the seat,—and the second portion.‘ Tasmin sida, ete.’—only at the 
placing of the Cake. 

~ Objectton—‘‘ The words of the first portion of the mantra—‘ Syonanté, 


etc. —possess the ‘power’ of becoming ayriacisoally connected with the see- 


ond. portion, exactly as they possess the ‘power’ of indicating the act. of 
- preparing the seat;—and it is only power that is called ‘ Liviga’, Indicative 
Power. So that when the sentence is split up (in the manner just explained), 
what becomes set aside is an Indicative Power itself (and not Syntactical 
Connection)..” 


Answer—True; this (what is set aside) also is an ‘ Indicative Power’; 
but even though it is Indicative Power, if it is of the nature described, it is 
one that is ‘remote’ from the objective,—in the sense that (1) first of all, the _ 


Indicative Power brings about Syntactical Connection,—(2) then the mantra 


attains the ‘ power’ to indicate,—and then (3) the meaning of Direct Asser- | ; 
tion (to the effect that ‘ the first portion of the mantra should be used at the 
placing of the Cake) ;—it is in this sense that there is ‘remoteness of the ` 
objective’; and it is this ‘ remoteness’ that is the ground for the Indicative 


Power being set aside ;—and when it is thus set aside, the first portion can- 
not become syntactically connected with the second portion. Similarly, the 


second portion-—-‘ Tasmin sida, eic.’—cannot become syntactically connected | 


with the first portion. 


Further, there is no perceptible purpose served by the first portion of ` 


the manira through being syntactically connected with the second portion, 


—while by itself (through its Indicative Power) it serves the perceptible pur- 


pose of indicating the preparing of the seat.—‘‘ How so ?’’—Because the pre- 


‘paring of the seat (by spreading grass), and the placing of the Cake, have been — 
declared to be the desired objectives [so that there can be no other object- 


ive in the case which could be fulfilled by the connecting of the two portions 
of the manira].—Similarly, the second: portion of the Mantra serves the 
perceptible purpose of indicating the placing of the Cake, without living syn- 
tactically connected with the first portion. And the two portions are not 
incapable of accomplishing their own respective purposes. without being 
syntactically connected with one another.—From this it follows that the 


: first portion is to be used at the first act (of preparing the segt) and the 


second portion at the second act {of placing the Cake). 


‘It has been argued above that—“ that which has been’ set aside hy s 
t Direct Assertion. shall be set aside by Syntactical Connection also [so that 
indicative. Power cannot be superior to Syntactical Connection]. This is .: 
not right. Because. one thing. has been set aside by one thing, it does not 
neceasarily follow that it should be set aside ® PY another a: Because even 
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though Indicative Power has been set aside as eaei Direct Assertion, om. 
the ground of its being remoter than Direct Assertion from the objective, 
yet when serving a useful purpose, it may be admitted to be authoritative. 
as against Syntactical Connection, on the ground of its being nearer to the 
objective than this Syntactical Connection.—Thus also is Indicative Power 
possessed of higher authority than Syntactical Connection. 


(Cj Syntactical Connection’ is more authoritative than ‘ Context’. 


Now the question arises as between Syntactical Connection and Con- 
‘teat.—But first what we have to consider is-—-what is ‘ Prakarana’, Context ? 
—Prakarana (Context) is the declaration of what is to be accomplished and 


which stands in need- of the procedure; it is the beginning (‘pra’) of the. 


action (‘kriyd’) of declaring ;—this is also called ‘ vidhyddi’: (Beginning of 
Injunction) standing in need of (and taken along with) ‘vidhyanta’ (End 
or Sequel of Injunetion).—What Oy pranon] Connection’ ( Vākya) is has 
already been explained. * 

Now, what is the example of conflict between these two (Syntacticat 
Connection and Context) ? 


The Siktavaka-nigada provides the requisite example—[This Sikta- 


vika contains the Mantra-passage—‘(a) Agnisomavidam havirajustiam ` 


- avivrdhétam maho jydyo’ kratam—(b) Indragni idarh havirajusétdm. avivrdhé- 
tim maho jydyo ‘kratam’—and so on, with the names of other deities as 
_variants].—Here we find one set of deities (Agni-Soma) mentioned in 
connection with the Paurnamdsi sacrifice; and another set (Indra-Agni) 


in connection with the Amdavasya sacrifice. These two sets of deities do not 


 * The Bhiasya explains the signification of the component parts of the term 
‘prakarana’; ‘Pra’ means beginning, and ‘karana’ or ‘ kriya’ means act; hence 
‘prakarana’ or © prakriy&’ means the beginning of an act; the particular act of which 
Prakarana is the beginning is explained to be the act of declaring or expressing; 
that is to say, Prakarana is the beginning of the act of expressing the Bhavana,—i.e. 

_ the beginning of the operation of the sentence laying down the performance of an 
action. Of any such action, the factor of the. Result and that of the Instrument are 
-. expressed by single words, while the declaration of the factor of Procedure is done by 
means of sentences. Briefly then, Prakarana, Context, may be defined as the entire 
passage describing the details of Procedure of any particular action.—‘ Vidhya@dt’, 
. § Beginning of Injunction’, is another synonym for ‘ Prakarana’; and it stands in 
need of the ‘ vidhyanta’, ‘End of Injunction’, by which is meant the cognition of 


the entire mode of the action, Every Injunction of action has (a) for its begin-` 


“ning* (Gdt) the cognition of its procedure, (b) for its ‘middle’ the cognition of the 
subsidiaries of the action enjoined along with their results,—-and (c) for its ‘end’, 
_. the cognition of the Result aecomplished by the act enjoined. — What distinguishes 

Context from Syntactical Connection is the. fact that, for a definite purpose, we 
connect, ‘over again, several sentences that. have already served their purpose. 
through the expression of the. meaning of their component words; whereas 


Syntactical Connection does not operate, for. the slightest purpose, in disjoined i 
parts, and its purpose is served only by ‘the connecting together of the parts in a 


definite ‘relationship. ~ Pantraoarika—Trane., + PP- 1208-1209. 
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become syntactically connected with one another ;—hence on the basis of 
the Indicative Power of the Mantra the term ‘indrégni’ should be with- 
drawn at the performance of the Paurnamdasi sacrifice, but retained at that 
of the Amédvasyd sacrifice. [And similarly, at the performance of the 
AmdvasyG sacrifice, the term ‘Agni-soma’ should be withdrawn: but it 
should be retained at the performance of the Paurnamdsi sacrifice.] 

Now in connection with this, there arises the question—after with- 


drawing the reference to the deities (which have no connection with the 
.Paurnamdasi sacrifice), is the rest of the passage (b)—i.e. the words ‘ avivrd- 


hëtäm maho jydyo ‘kratim’ Taitti. Bra. 3.5. 10. 3)—to be repeated at both 
sacrifices, the Paurnamdsi and the Amdvdsyd, as many times as it occurs in 
the entire Sikiavdéka-hymn ;—greater authority being attached to Context 
[all the mantras that constitute the Siktavaka being found in the conteat of 


both sacrifices] ?—Or is the remaining passage to be used only at. that — 


sacrifice at which the reference to the deities—Indra-Agni—has been 
retained (ie. at the Amdvdsyd sacrifice)—greater authority being attached 
to Syntactical Connection [the passage in question being syntactically 
connected with the reference to Indra-Agni]? [That is, at the Paurnamasi 
sacrifice, the passages (a) and (b) should be read as ‘(a) Agnisomdvidarn 
havirajusétdm maho. jydyo’ kratam—-(b) avivrdhétim maho jyayo kratam’, 


the reference to Indra-Agni in (b) being dropped out?—or as only ‘(a) : 


Agnisomadvidam havirajusitim avivrdhittam maho jydyo’ kratim, the 
whole of (b) being dropped out ?—Similarly, at the Amdvdsyd sacrifice, 


should the mantras be read as ‘(b) Indragni idam havirajugētäm avivrdhatam $ 


maho jydyo’ kräiäm;—l{a) avivrdéiam maho jydyo’ krātām ? or as *Indrāgni 
idam havirajustiam maho jyãyo. krätäm ’?}—Similarly, in regard to the other 
mantras (composing the Saktavika). l 

On this question we have the following Părvapaksa.—“ Both these means 
(Syntactical Connection and Context) are of equal. authority.—Why ?—There 
is as much $ need’ (incompleteness) in one case as in the other; and when 


the need is equal in ‘both, there can be no ground for discriminating between. 


them ;—hence both should be regarded as of equal authority.—Or we may 


regard Syntactical Connection as the weaker of the two; as it has been ewe . 
to be liable to be set aside by Indicative Power.” 


In answer to the above we have the following Siddhainta :—Syntactical 
Connection is more authoritative than Context.—How ?—Because of the remcte- 
‘ness of the objective.— What is the remoteness of the objective in this case?” 


_ In the case of Syntactical Connection, each individual word of the sentence, 


detatched from the rest, becomes incomplete,—and the sentence is complete 
only when. the whole of it is taken together ;—in this case therefore the fact 


of Syntactical Connection (all the words: forming one sentence) is directly 
l perceived ; ~in the case of Context, on the other hand, the fact of the whole of 


it forming one. connected. unit is not perceptible. =t How i is that ?"-—In the 


rocedure, then, the latter bec 


-A 


f Context, what happens i is that when some detail i is found mentioned in 
e proximity to an act which stands i in need of the mention of the details: ~ 
es complete (by being supplemented by 
ae e former). +80. that what is inf ed in: this case is that the act in question | ok 
‘was incomplete (without the supp! ement); ~and not that the two together 
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form ‘one sentence’ (are syntactically connected). It is only when 
there is Syntactical Connection that, on the basis of that connection, we 
assume the power of indicating (the requisite detail), and this detail then be- 
comes duly indicated.—Thus the ‘ remoteness of the objective’ in this case 
is that Direct Assertion is nearer to Syntactical Connection than to Context, 
from which latter it is far removed.* 

Thus then, when action is taken according to the Injunction, ‘ with the 
Siktavika one should offer the Kusha-bundle’—and when mantras are used 
after omitting the names of the deities of the Paurnamdsi. or those of the 
Amévasyd, as the case may be,—then the rest of those mantras also is to be 
used after similar omissions. So that even though, on the strength of Context, 
the portion of the manira (a) left after omitting the names of the deities of 
the Paurnamdsi (Agni-Soma) may be inferred to be syntactically connected 
with that mantra-portion (b) which speaks of the deities of the Amdudsyd 
(Indra-Agni),—yet the connection of this latter portion with the names of the 
deities of the Amdvasya (Indra-Agni) is directly perceived ;—as a matter of 
fact, however, there can be no valid Inference contrary to a fact of Percep- 
tion. Further, the purpose of the Context having been thus accomplish- 
ed, the several factors in it become complete, and not being in want of any- 
thing, they cannot be made to be in want (and incomplete). 

It has been argued that “ Being set aside by Indicative Power, Synta- 
i ctical Connection should be set aside by Context also.’ —Ifa means of right 
4 cognition has been set aside once, it does not necessarily follow that it is 


entirely evanescent (and hence rejected) in other cases also. If it were so 


evanescent, it would not be a ‘means of right cognition’ at all. The fact 
. of the matter is that a certain thing i is effective against one thing (but not 
against another); for instance, though Syntactical Connection has the power 
to set aside Contest, it has no such power against Indicative Power; and the 
reason for this lies in the fact that, while as compared to Indicative Power, 
Syniactical Connection is remoter from the ‘objective’,—as compared to 


* Tf we accept Context as the authority in this case, then,—(1) inasmuch as 
there is no syntactical connection perceived between the mantra-portion (a) from 
which the names ‘ Agni-Soma’ have been omitted and the names ‘ Indra-Agni’ ,—it 
will be necessary to assume this Syntactical Connection ;—(2) then, on the basis 
of this Syntactical Connection, it would be necessary to assume in the mantra (a) the 
Indicative Power to. indicate the deities Indra-Agni;—(3) when this Indicative 
< Power has been assumed, on. its basis, there could be the assumption of the Direct ` 
Assertion to the effect that * such and such a portion of the mantra is to be used at 
“the performance of such and such an act’ ;—thus then between the Context and the 
actual use of the mantra, there are three intervening steps to be assumed.—In the 
case of Syntactical Connection, on the other hand, the connection between the 
mantra-words and the Deity is directly. perceived ; ;—and (1) on the basis of this 
- connection there is assumption of the. Indicative Power in the mantra. to indicate l 
a the deities concerned ; 3~-and (2) then follows the assumption of the Direct Assertion 
laying down the actual using of the mantra ;—so that in this case between Syntac- 
tical Connection and the actual using, there are only two intervening steps to be 
assumed.—-It is in this sense that. the ‘objective ’ is ‘remoter’ in the case of: 
oe Syntacttcal Connection than in that: of Content. ete l 
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Context, it is nearer to the ‘ objective ’, Thus it is that Contest is set aside by : 
Syntactical Connection. 


(D) [ Context’ is more authoritative than ‘ Order”). 


Question—** What is the instance of conflict between Context and Order ?”’ 

Answer—There is the Rdjasiiya sacrifice which consists of several 
(primary sacrifices) enjoined in a definite order ;—one of these is the | 
Abhishéchaniya sacrifice ;— among the details of those sacrifices there is 
- enjoined the Reciting of the story of Shunahshépa, which occupies the same 
place in the order of sequence among the details which the Abhiséchaniya 
does among the sacrifices.—Now if ‘ Context.’ is to be regarded as of higher 
authority, then the said Reciting of the story should be taken as forming 
part of all the sacrifices ;—on the other hand, if higher authority attaches 
to ‘Order’, then it should form part of the Abhiséchaniya sacrifice anly. 
[The question thus is—of which sacrifice does the Reciting of the story form 
part ?] 

On this question, we have ‘the following Pirvapaksa ;—‘‘ Both these 
means of knowledge (‘ Context’ and ‘Order’ ) are of equal authority.— 
Why ?—Because we do not find any grounds for discriminating between the 
two, whereby we could determine that this one is possessed of superior au- 
thority ; hence we conclude that both are of equal strength.—Further, we 
have seen that ‘Context’ is rejected by ‘Syntactical Connection’; it will then ae 
- be equally liable to be rejected by ‘ Order’ .” i 

Against this Pirvapaksa, we have the toelis Siddhanta :—' Context’ 
is superior to ‘ Order ’.—Why ?— Because of the remoteness of the objective’ 
(Sa. ).—‘* What is the remoteness of the objective in this case ?”’—In cases like 

‘the one under consideration the connection of the details with sacrifices. 
would depend upon the ‘ Syntactical Connection’ (between the texts enjoin- 

ing them) ;—now among a number of details mentioned in the same 

‘ Context’,—inasmuch as there is likely to be a ‘need’ of supplementing, 

—it may be possible to syntactically connect a sacrifice even. though com- 

plete in all its details, —with a further detail mentioned in close proximity to — 
itself (in the same Context) ;—-but it is not equally possible to syntactically 
connect a sacrifice mentioned in a certain order of sequence with a detail 


that may be found to be mentioned (elsewhere) in the same order of se- -_ 


quence. The ‘ Order’ of a thing consists only in the particular position that it 
occupies among a number of things mentioned together; so that it has to 
be admitted that when we connect a thing mentioned in a certain ‘Order’ 
with others mentioned along with it, simply on the basis of that proximity, 
we do not: really perceive any ‘ ‘need’ in the thing in question (for such 
connection). In the case of ‘Context y on the other hand, such need 


-ceived.—It is not possible for what i is mentioned i in the same ‘Context’ and. 
‘what is mentioned in the same ‘order’ to. be. syntactically connected — 
os with the sacrifice in question —Thus it is that there is a conflict between 
` the two (* Context’ and “Order ),—Now, in the case of ‘Context’, the“ need’ 
¿(or mutual. connection) is y perceptible; and as such it can. sot aside 


. (among the several details mentioned in. the same Context) is directly per- a 
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the assumption of ‘need’ based upon ‘ Order’, which could only be inferred. 
[The process by which these means of knowledge function in the case, lead- 
ing up to the assumption of the necessary ‘ Direct Assertion’ is as follows]— 
(1) There is the assumption of mutual ‘need ’,—which. leads to (2) the as- 
sumption of ‘Syntactical Connection ’,—which leads to (3) the assumption 
of the ‘ power to indicate’,—and this leads to (4) the assumption of ‘ Direct’ 
Assertion’. Now this ‘objective’, ‘ Direct Assertion’, is nearer to the 
‘Context’ than to the ‘Order’ [because in the case of ‘ Context’, the first 
step of ‘ need’ is directly perceived, while in that of ‘ Order’, the recognition 
of ‘need’ involves an inferential process, which is less direct].—For these 
reasons, as between ‘ Context’ and ‘Order’, ‘ Context’ should be regarded 
as more authoritative. 

As regards the argument that “ having Do set aside by ‘ Syntactical 
Connection ’, ‘ Context’ could be set aside by others also”,—this is not 
right; because what is proper is that what has been set aside (once) should 
be helped (by another), and not that it should be further set aside. 


E) [t Order’ is more authoritative than * Name’). 


Question—* What. is the example of conflict between ‘Order’ and 
‘Name ’,—and which of the two is more authoritative?” — . 
: Answer-—Under the section named ‘ Pauroddshika’ (‘Pertaining to the 
o Cake’),—but in a place in the ‘ order of sequence which is the same as 
that of the Sdnndyya’ (Curd-Butter),—we find the mantra ‘ Shundhadhvam 
- daivydya karmané’ (Taitti. Sarn. 1. 1. 3.1), laid down for the purposes of- 


noe purification. In. regard to this, there arises the question—‘Name’ 


being regarded as more authoritative, should the: mantra be. used for the 
purification of the vessels containing the Cake ?—Or < Order’ being regard- 
ed as more authoritative, should it be used for the purification of the vessels 
containing the Curd-Butter ? 

- Qn this question, we have the following Pirvapaksa—‘ The two means | 
of knowledge are of equal authority.—Why ?—Because there is no difference 
between the two.—Or, we may regard ‘ Name’ as the more authoritative 
of the two ; as ‘ Order’ has been found to be liable to rejection by ‘ Context ’ 
also.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhānta :— Order’ is the 
more authoritative of the true.—Why ?—‘ Because of the remoteness of the 

objective * (Si).—“* What is the remoteness of the objective in this case ? ’’—(In the 
case of the use of a mantra being indicated by Order’) what happens is 
that the ‘ Syntactical Connection’ (of the mantra) with something (in the 
same context) having been recognised by means of ‘ Context’,—if any parti- 
. cular thing happens to be mentioned in proximity to it (ie. in the same 
order of sequence), there follows the assumption of mutual ‘need’, which 
again leads to the assumption of- ‘Syntactical Connection’ (of the mantra) ie 
with that particular thing.—As for“ ‘Name’ on the other hand, it is only a ` 
secular (non-Vedic) term, and nothing secular can have any authority on x 
matters like the one under consideration.—Consequently ‘ Order ’ ‘should. be. 
ae regarded as more authoritative (than * £ N ame’). 
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Objection—* If that is so, then what follows is that in matters like the 
one under discussion, the use of mantras is indicated by ‘ Order’,—not that 
* Order °` is more authoritative because of the remoteness of the objective (in 
the case of ‘ Name’) [which is the thesis desired to be proved by the Sid- 


dhanta]. It is when two means of knowledge appertain to the same matter - 


that there is a comparison between the two regarding their authoritative 
character ; in the way in which it has been argued, however, ‘ Name’ is not 
a means of knowledge at all, because it is a secular word, and in the case of 
secular words oe is the person (the speaker) who is the authoritative source 
of knowledge.’ l 

pa ae does not affect the position at all. As a matter of fact, 
in the case in question the fact of the mantra being subsidiary to one 
thing or the other is not cognised through the authority of any Person ; what 
is cognised through the Person is the fact that the name ‘ Paurodashika’ 
applies to this particular section of the Veda; in reality, our sole source of in- 
formation consists in the Person (or Persons who, in the course of their reading, 
have given definite names to certain sections of the Veda) ;—just as 
such person or persons are the sole authority for such ideas as—(a) ‘this 
mantra is mentioned in the same order of sequence as the Sdnndya’, (b) 
‘it occurs in such and such a Context’, (c) ‘it is thus syntactically connect- 


ed ’,—(d) ‘ this is a Vedic term’.—These ideas do not pertain to matters be- 
yond the senses ;—hence trustworthy persons are the source of knowledge in- 
regard to such matters; it is only in matters beyond the senses that 


trustworthy persons are not the source of knowledge. [This is what is meant 
by our argument that ‘Name’ is a secular word.]—So that ‘Name’ is a real 
means of knowledge; and in so far as it is a means of knowledge, its ae 
ority has to be examined. 

Says the Opponeni—‘‘In that case you have to cee the remoteness 
from the objective in the case of ‘ Name’.” 

The remoteness from the objective is as follows :—As a matter of fact, the 
definite connection of the mantra with the Sdnndyya is indicated by the 


fact of its occurring in the same ‘ Order’ of sequence (as the Sanndyya) ; but no- 


such definite connection of the mantra is indicated by the ‘Name’ (' pauro- 
 dadshika’ ;—all that happens is that when we find the term (‘ paurodashika ”) 
pronounced, we gather, from Presumption, that there must be some sort of 
connection (between the manira and the Puroddsha).—Thus it is that, as 
before (in other cases), there is remoteness from the objective (in the case 
of ‘Name’); and (for this reason) ‘ Name’ is set aside by ‘ Order ’.* 


of What i is meant is that in all cases the action. Lof one man a depends upon i what | 
te has seen in other men; nor do we find the Veda making any such declarations `. 


‘this thing is mentioned in the. same order of sequence as something else’, ‘ this 


occurs in such and such a Context’, and so forth ;—it is only when men. are recit- 
ing the Veda, that we come to notice these facts ;—those readers themselves must ` 
n have. noticed the same facts when some. other. men had been reciting the Veda ; and 


go on and on, such noticing of the facts could. be traced to time without beginning: 


-and as such these facts would come to be regarded as authoritative. Otherwise, from 


the pi of view of the Veda cua the Contest! as well as ‘Non Context (per se) 
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(F) [The- setting a aside is podl even for such cognitions as have got 
at their objective. ] 


Question (against the sii Adhikarana)—* When it is said that ‘this 
_ means of knowledge is set aside by that’ and ‘that by this’ and so on,— 


that which is set aside,—is it one that has got at the objective of that which ` 


sets it aside? [ie. Is the rejected Pramdna one that has got at the’ same 
‘ objective as the rejecting Pramāņa ?}|—‘ What are you driving at ?°—Well, 
if the former has not got at the same objective, what would be set aside ? 
[as there. would, in this case, be nothing to be set aside—says the Rjuvi- 
malé|—If, on the other hand, it has got at the objective, then how could 
it be set aside ? ” 

Answer—The previous y eeanition is certainly one that has got at the 
objective of the subsequent rejecting cognition.—How so ?-—We infer this 
from the fact that the general causal agency that brings about cognitions is 
present (in the case of the previous cognition also).—‘ Then, how is it set 


aside ? ”—It is not quite set aside ; what happens i is that there follows another 


cognition to the effect that ‘this previous cognition is wrong’.—‘* What 
would be the character of a cognition that is not-wrong ?’*—When, even 
upon pondering over it, it is found that the cognition is not followed by 
a contrary cognition sublating it, then that cognition is regarded to be 
_ not-wrong.—It is on this principle that among the several means of know- 

ledge. in the case in question—viz. (1) ‘ Direct Assertion’, (2) ‘Indicative 
Power’, (3) ‘Syntactical Connection’, (4) ‘ Context’, (5) ‘Order’ and (6) 
- «Name’,—the one that precedes is.more authoritative than what follows, 


because in the case of the cognition obtained through it, even pondering 


. over it, it is found that there is no contrary cognition sublating it.—It is 
- for this reason that when there ts a collision—i.e. conflict—among these, the one 
that follows is weaker than what. precedes, because of the remoteness of the 
objective. 


» 


= [The whole of this last discussion (F) has been alternatively explained as 
having a wider scope and referring to all cases of the setting aside of one cognition 
by another, ~ See Tantravairtika—Trans., pp. 1217-1222]—~—Mandana Mishra, 
<: however, in his Anukramanika has treated this as a distinct Adhikarana, under Siitra 
. 14, just like the foregoing five Adhikaranas (A to E). 


would be equally without authority.—Then, inasmuch as the above facts will have 
been noticed by many persons, there could be no suspicion of their being defective 
_ ‘through discrepancies in the perceptive faculty of any one person.—Thus then, it is 
clear that.due authority does attach to ‘Name’, as a means of knowledge; but 
= though it is so.in. certain places, yet in others, it is set aside whenever it is found 
to be more remote from its ehiccaye: than: other means of knowledge Tu, 
_ tika—Trans., p. 1215.] E 
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ADHIKARANA (8): The number ‘twelve’ in connection 
with the < Upasads’ pertains to the < Ahina’ sacrifice. 


SUTRA (15). 


[PŪRVAPAKŞA]—“ ON ACCOUNT OF THE ‘ CONTEXT’, THE TERM 
‘AHINA’ SHOULD UNDOUBTEDLY BE TAKEN IN THE 
SECONDARY (FIGURATIVE) SENSE.” ; 


Bhasya. 


[We have dealt with cases of conflict between one means of knowledge with the 
one that follows immediately after it, in the enumeration ; we are now going to deal 
with cases of similar conflicts at random; and the present Adhikarana is going to 
deal with a case of conflict between ‘ Direct Assertion’ and ‘ Context’; according to 
the Rjuvimala this a case of conflict between ‘Syntactical Connection’ and 
‘Context’. ] 


In the context of the Jyotistoma sacrifice, we find the text— Zisra zdi 
sãhnasya upasadah, dvädasha ahinasya’ [‘There are three Upasads at the 


_ Sahna sacrifice and twelve at the Ahina °] (Taitti. Sarh. 6. 2. 5. 1)—[‘ Sahna’ is | 
- aname for the Jyotistoma, based on the ground of its being completed in one - 


day ;—‘ Upasads’ are the homa-offerings made during the time following the 
Initiation-day and before the day of the Soma-extraction ;—‘ Ahina’ is the 
name given to those sacrifices which consist of several repetitions of the 
Soma-sacrifice lasting for two, three or more days.] 


In connection with this text, there arises the question—Does the num- 


ber ‘twelve’ mentioned in connection with the Upasads pertain to the — 


Jyotistoma or to the Ahina sacrifice ? 


. On this question we have the following Parvapaksa—* “The number 
should be taken as appertaining to the Jyotistoma.—Why ?—Because of the 
< Context’ ;—i.e. it is only when it is thus taken that the ‘ Context’ is 
honoured.—* But ‘ Context’ should be set aside by ‘ Syntactical Connection ’ 
(as the sentence ‘dvadasha ahinasya’ distinctly says that the number of 


Upasads is‘ twelve’ at the Ahina).”’—It is not set aside.—Why ?—Because the 
term ‘ akina ` literally means ‘ what isnot hina or poor’,—i.e. the sacrifice 


which is not poor, either in the point of sacrificial fee, or of sacrificial imple- 

ments, or of results ;—and in this sense the Jyotistoma itself would be Ahina 

‘(in the said figurative sense) {so that the said sentence also would connect 

the number ‘twelve’ with the J} yotistoma, itself, and not with any other 
sacrifice ‘of ‘the name of Ahina”)” ne 


<80 l 
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SŪTRA (16). 


Simonini i NUMBER SHOULD BE SEPARATED (FROM 
THE CONTEXT), BECAUSE THE WORD (‘ AHINA’) IN ITS 
PRIMARY SENSH HAS NO CONNECTION (WITH 
- JYOTISTOMA). 


Bhasya. 


The number ‘twelve’ of the Upasads ‘should be separated’ (from the 
Context) ;—-why ?—because there is no connection with the Jyotistoma.—* Why 
should there be no connection (with the Jyotistoma) ?”*—Because it is clearly 
perceived that the number in question is syntactically connected with the 

| Ahina.—“ But the Jyotistoma itself is ‘Ahina’ in the figurative sense.’’-——It will 
not be right to take it in that sense ; so long as the primary sense is applicable 
_ there can be no justification for the word being taken in a figurative sense — 
“ But the term ‘ ahina’ can be taken as a negative compound (meaning that 
which is not-hina, not poor); and this willbe a primary signification of the 
term.” ——This is not possible, we reply ; for if the term ‘ahina’ were a nega- 
tive compound, then it would have the accent on the first syHable; as it 
is, however, it has the accent on the middle (second) syllable [See Vär: 
tika under Panini 6. 2. 2].—From all this it follows that the indications of. 
the ‘Context’ should be set aside and the number ‘ twelve’ should be taken 
p as appertaining to the Ahina sacrifice. 
Ti Further, we have the assertion also in the text itself, to the effect that ‘ at 
the Sdhna there are three Upasads, but there are twelve at the Ahina’ ;— 
this assertion becomes explicable only if the Ahina is a sacrifice different 
_ from. the, Sdhna (Jyotistoma); so that, the ‘said assertion being there, the 
number í twelve’ must appertain to the Ahina sacrifice. 


:[Kumärila has taken exception to this presentation of the Adhikarana, and pro- 


<- posed a somewhat different presentation, tor which see Tantravartiha—Trans., pp. 
1226- 1227. ] 
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ADHIKARANA (9): The two ‘ Pratipads’ are to be 
separated from the ‘ Context’ and connected 
with * Kulaya’ and other sacrifices. 


SUTRA (17). 


Wuar IS. CONNECTED WITH DUALITY AND PLURALITY (SHOULD 
BE SEPARATED FROM THE ‘ CONTEXT’), BECAUSE IT HAS _ 
BEEN ENJOINED (ELSEWHERE). 


Bhasya. 


In connection with the /Jyotistoma, we read— Puram hi sthah svapati 
{Simaveda 2. 351) itt dvayoryajamdnayoh pratipadam hurydt (ef. Paiicha- 
vimsha-Brihbmana 6. 10. 14) ;—Hta asrgramindavah (Samaveda 2. 180) gti 
hahubhyo yajamdnébhyah’ (cf. Pafichavirnsha-Brahinana 6. 9.. 13). [* Prati- 
pad’ isithe name given to the verse that is recited before the singing of the 
Stotra-hymn; the meaning of the texts therefore is that ‘for two sacri- 
ticers, the Pratipad should consist of the verse ‘ Yuvam hi sthah svapati 
ete., and for several sacrificers, the Pratipad should consist of the verse 

< Ditë. asyqramindavah, ete. | ea 
.— In connection with this, there arises the question—Are the two Pratipads — 
here laid down to he used at the Jyotistoma sacrifice itself ?—-Or should they 


be separated from the Context and used at a sacrifice performed by two . 


sucrificers, such as the Kuldya and the like—and at one performed by several 
sacrificers, such as the Dvirdtra and the like ? 

The conelusion (Siddhdnta) that suggests itself is that ‘ what is connebeed 
with duality and plurality’ (i.e. what is spoken of in connection with two 
sucrificers and several sacrificers), not having any connection with the Jyotis- 
tome (which has a single sacrificer),—the two Pratipads should be separated 
from the ‘ Context’: because in connection with the Jyotistoma we do not 
find two. sacrificers Harod he we do in connection with the Kulaya, in 
regard to which the injunction is—‘ The King and the Priest, desiring absorp- 
tion into God-head, should perform this Kuldya sacrifice’ (Jaiminiya-Bra. 
2. 182): l i 

SUTRA (18). 


`: [Ponvaraksa—urged against the Siddhanta stated in the 
foregoing Sūiraj—“ THEY MIGHT FIND PLACE (IN THE 
. Jyorigroma), IN THE EVENT OF TWO OR MORE 
SACRIFIOCERS BEING ENGAGED IN IT FOR 
SOME: ; PECIAL PURPOSE.” 


"Bays the Open a it you hold the opinion that the two Pratipads | 
should he separated from the * Context’ »—bhen, this cannot be right; s as it 


bhaga oo 
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would mean the rejection of the authority of the ‘ Context ’.— Let the Con- 
text be rejected (it is only right that it should be rejected), on the ground that 
the Jyotistoma has no connection with two or several sacrificers’.—Even 


_ though there may be no texts laying down two sacrificers for the Jyotistoma, 


it would be possible for two sacrificers to be there for some special purpose ; for 
instance, there may be some act (connected with the Jyotistoma) which the 
sacrificer would be unable to accomplish singly by himself, and which he could 
accomplish with the help of an assistant; as a matter of fact, when a man has 
to perform a sacrifice, he should perform it in any way he can do it; con- 


sequently, it would be open to the sacrificer to take an assistant, even though © 


this might involve the disobeying of certain injunctions (regarding the per- 
. formance of certain acts by the sacrificer himself, for instance), In this 
‘manner, the two Pratipads would remain within the Context. Consequently 
they should not be separated from the Context.” 


SUTRA (19). 


[ANSWER]—THAT CANNOT BE; AS THE ARCHETYPE IS CONNECTED 
WITH ONE ONLY. 


Bhasya. 


The ‘archetype’ in this case is the Jyotistoma; of this the accessory 


details have been all clearly laid down by the texts themselves, and none of 


it has got to be deduced from the general maxim (that ‘the Ectypeistobe | 
performed like the Archetype ’).——“* What if it is so ? ”—If it isso, then what - 


is clearly laid down by the texts cannot be rejected. In the case of ectypal 

sacrifices, on the other hand, as details would be deduced from the said 
“general maxim, they would be merely inferred, and as such liable to re- 

jection. Then again, due significance is meant to be attached to the single- 

ness of the performer of the Jyotistomu, which, being thus directly asserted, 
could not be set aside by mere Indicative Power.—Even in cases where the 
performance of the Jyotistoma is found to be laid down as compulsory, we 
. find only a single sacrificer spoken of ;—~e.g. in such texts ‘ Vasanté vasanté 
jyotisa yajéta’ [where ‘yajéta’ is in the singular number]. From all this it 
- follows that the two Pratipads in question should be separated from the 
‘Context’. 


Question—** Why should not the text containing the terms in the Dual 


number (ise. the first text < Yuvar hi sthah, etc.’) be taken as referring. to 


the sacrificer’s wife? The two persons meant by the Dual number in the 


‘text ‘yuvarn hi sthah, ete.’ would thus be the sacrificer and his one wife? and 
‘eases where the sacrificer has several wives would come under the second 
text ‘ ië asrgramindavah,. etc.—Just as the injunction of wearing silk— 

‘ ksawmé vasdnavagnimadadhiyatam * (where we have the Dual number) [has 


been taken as referring to the sacrificer and his wife,—in the same manner _ 
the injunction of using the ‘Pratipads. (which has the Dual or the Plural . 


number) [may be taken as a to the sacrificer and his one or several 
-wives].” : 


Answer—In the case of the injunction (of x wearing silk), it is impossible — 


sien a 


Tiia sera, ana ni CCI 
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to take the direct primary meaning (of the Dual number, as referring to two 
male sacrificers ; as there is no performance of the Agnihotra laid down as to be 
done by two sacrificers), and hence the word (with the Dual number) is taken 
in a figurative sense, whereby the word in the masculine gender (‘ vasénau’) 
is taken as including a female member (the sacrificer’s wife), In the case in 
question, on the other hand, the Dual number and the Plural number, in 
their direct signification, are found to be applicable to the sacrifices actually 
laid down as to be performed by two men and several men; and hence there 
can be no justification for taking in an extended sense such expressions as 
‘ bahubhyah yajamanébhyah’ (‘for several sacrificers’). As for the expression 
with the Dual number,—‘ dvayoryajamanayoh’ (‘for two sacrificers ’),—the 
explanation that has been suggested,—that the term is to be taken as an 
Bkashésa copulative compound made up of the terms ‘ Yajamdnah’ (Mascu- 
line) and ‘ Yajamānā’ (Feminine), and as such standing for the two persons, 
the sacrificer and his wife—also takes the expression in a figurative (extend- 
ed) sense, 

Further [if, at all performances of the Jyotistoma, the Pratipads to be 
used were the two that we are considering—viz. : (a) ‘ Yuvam hi sthah, ete.’ and 
(b) ‘ iè asrgramindavah, ete’, on the ground that in every case the sacrificer 
would be accompanied by one or more wives, as suggested by the Piirvapaksa 
then], there would be no room for the Pratipad in the form of the mantra 


‘“Updsmai gayatd narah ete.’ (Samaveda 2. 1-3) [which is the special Pratipad 


prescribed as the invarible concomitant of the Jyotisioma sacrifice]. 


From all this it becomes established that the two Pratipads under | | 


discussion should be separated from the ‘ Context’. 


EEOAE A EAR EAE 


ADHIKARANA (10): The * Jaghani’, < Tail’, should not be 
separated from the Context. 


[We now proceed to consider cases which form exceptions to the principle of 
factors being removed from their Context.—Tantravartika.—It has been established 
that sentence (i.e. Syntactical Connection) is more authoritative than Context; and we 
are now going to consider a case where the exact meaning of the sentence itself is 
doubtful.—Brhati.] 


SUTRA (20). 


- [PURvaragga]—* THE ‘ JAGHANI’ ALSO (SHOULD BE Lionas ae 
FROM THE CONTEXT). BECAUSE IT IS A PART.” 


Bhasya. 


In connection with the Darsha-pirnamasa, we read— Jäghanyä patnih 
‘samydadjayanti’—[‘ Jaghani’ is the tail of the animal ;—and the term ‘ patni’? 
here stands for the action consisting of four oblations to the wives of the 
deities, which is, on that account, called ‘ Patnisarhydja’, ‘sacrifice to the 
“wives ’].—In regard to this there arises the question—Does this injunction 
pertain to the Darsha-pirnamdsa-sacrifices ? Or is it to be separated from 
. the ‘Context’ and attached to the Pashu (dedicated to Agni clio at the 
` Jyotigioma sacrifice) ? l 
Question On what grounds should it be attached to the Darhian oia: 
mäsa ?. and on what grounds to the Pashu?” 

Answer—Li the Patnisarnydjas are taken as enjoined in reference to. the 

.* Jaghani’, then the injunction in question should be separated from the con- 

text. If, on the other hand, the Jéghant is taken as enjoined in reference to the 

Painisamydjas, then the injunction must remain in the context and be 
attached to the Darsha-pirnamdsa sacrifices. 

The Pirvapaksa view is as follows:—‘‘ What is laid down in the In- 
_ junction should be removed from the Context.—* Why shoyild it be removed?’ 
-Because as a matter of fact, the Patnisamydjas are enjoined (as a Sars: 

kära, sanctification) in reference to the Jdghani.--How so ?—Because the 
injunction of the Painisamydjas is got at directly by means of the words (of 


the text“ Jāghanyā patnīkh samyajayanti’); while that of the Jäghani (Tail) 


_is got at through ‘ Syntactical Connection’; and what is authoritative (as a 

“means of knowledge) is the direct word, not ‘ Syntactical Connection ’.— But 
-= the Patnisarnydjas have been: already enjoined (by another text)’.—True, 
they have been already enjoined; but they are again enjoined (by the text 
-. under discussion). ‘in reference to the: Jaghani (Tail),the sense being that 


the: Jaghani i is to be made connected. with the Patnisamyajas. Such being. 


the case, at the Darsha- -pirnamasa,. even. if the Patnisamydjas were. per- 
formed without the Jaghani, they would not be defective; and yet the 
Jaghani is brought up at it; hence it follows that the Jaghani i is to be used 


at a sacrifice where it might serve some useful purpose; and this is possible 
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at the Pashu-sacrifice, not at the Darsha- -piirnamdsa-sacrifices. The Jdghani 
too being only a part (of the animal) could not justify the employment of 
the entire animal (and it could be taken out of the animal that has been 
killed and used elsewhere).—From all this it follows that the injunction 
should be taken out of the Context.” 


SUTRA (21). 


[SrppHANTA|—IN REALITY IT IS AN INJUNCTION (OF THE TAIL); 
AS IT IS THE TAIL THAT IS SOMETHING NEW (NOT HAVING 
BEEN ENJOINED ELSEWHERE). 


Bhdsya. 


In reality it is the Jayhani, Tail, that is enjoined by the text in ques- 
tion.as an accessory of the Patnisamydjas.--Why ?--Because it is something 
new; that is to say, nowhere else has the Tail been prescribed as an acces- 
sory of the Patnisamyajas.. In another text (as has been pointed out 
above) though the Patnisahydjas themselves have been enjoined, their con- 
nection with the Tail has not been prescribed. As a matter of fact, when- 
ever the connection between two things is enjoined, one of the two members 
connected is always such as has been enjoined elsewhere, and the connection 
comes in as its invariable concomitant. Or, we may take it that the injune- 
tion is of the connection, and the members connected come in as invariable 


- concomitants (of the Connection). So that, in a case where both members. 


come in as mere indicatives of the Connection, it is the Connection that is 
enjoined directly by a word expressive of itself; whereas in a case where 
only one of the two members comes in as the indicative (of the Connection), 
what the injunction does is to point to that indicative member and enjoin 
the other member ;-~in the case in question it is the Patnisamydjas that 
are pointed out as members indicative of the Connection.‘ How do you 
know that ?’’--Because of the presence of the term ‘ Patni’ (‘wife’) in the 


name,--which term certainly could not be understood as indicating all sacri-. 


fices (by reason of the presence of the wife being necessary at all perform- 
ances); in fact, it indicates only that sacrifice of which the wives are the 


direct means of o [and the Patnisarhydjas constitute such 


sacrifices]. > 

l Question! Why saint we take it the other way—ie. it is the Tail 
that is pointed out as the member indicative of the Ponpa, and it.is the 
 Patnisamydjas that are enjoined ?”. 

Answer--The sacrifice spoken of in the text in question being soeteng 
new (not already enjoined elsewhere), it. is not possible for. the ‘ wives’ 
(alone) to be taken as enjoined. in. ‘connec ‘tion w ith. that sacrifice;—and if 
the Ta‘l were pointed out (as, the member indicative of the anent on if 

ne text were taken” as enjoining thesi ¢ alony with the -< wives’, then 
ə would be syntactical split. 
i the“ wives? (i.e, the Patnisaihyd. jes) i is one that i is already enjoined elsewhere ; 
and it is this. sacrifice that is merely. pointed out | in the text in question (as 


the member indicative of the connection) + it is for this reason that we 


As an atter ‘of fact, the sacrifice along with — 


i 
1 
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conclude that what the text in question does is to point to this sacrifice as 
the member indicative of the connection and to enjoin the Tail. 
As regards the argument that “ the injunction of the Tail could be ob- 
tained only through ‘ Syntactical Connection’, whereas that of the Patni- 
samydjas is obtained from ‘ Direct Assertion’, ’’—it has been already ex- 
plained that it is not possible for the text in question to be taken as an in- 
junction of the sacrifice (Painisamydja), because such an interpretation 


- would involve a syntactical split. 


For these reasons, the text must be taken as enjoining the Tail. And 
such being the case, the performance of the Patnisamydja sacrifice at the 
Darsha-pirnamasa itself would remain defective, without the Tail; hence 
the Tail should not be removed from the Context (of the Darsha-pirnamasa, 
where it happens to be enjoined). 


SUTRA (22). 


“Tp IS ONLY A PART’’,—IF THIS ARGUMENT BE PUT FORWARD 
[then the answer would be as given in the next Sūtra]. 


Bhasya. 


It has been argued (by the Parvapaksin, above) that “ the Tail being 
only a part of the animal, it could not justify the use of the entire animal,— 


and hence the Tail should be removed from its Context ”.—Now this 
argument has got to be refuted [and this is done in the following Sūtra}. 


SUTRA (23). 


[Rarity] Not so; BECAUSE THE SORIPTURE DOES NOT LAY DOWN 
THE © TAIL?’ IN CONNECTION WITH THE PRIMARY SACRIFICE 
(DarsHa-PURNAMASA) ITSELF. 


Bhasya. 


As a matter of fact, the ‘ Tail’ is not laid down in connection with the 


Primary Sacrifices of the Darsha-piirnamasa [it is laid down only in connection 


with the Patnisamydjas, which are subsidiary to the Darsha-piirnamdsa] ; so 
that the Patnisarnydja sacrifices would be performed with the‘ Tail’ obtained 
from the animal killed at the Pashw-sacrifice ; specially as all that is prescribed 


for the Painisamydjas is the ‘ Tail’, without any qualifications ; sö that when 


the Painisamydjas are being performed in connection with the Darsha-pirna- 
mäsa, the.‘ Tail’ could be obtained (if not from the body of the animal 
killed at the Pashu-sacrifice) even by purchase and such other means; and 
henee. there need be -no removal of the ‘Tail’ (from the context of the 
_Darsha-pirnaméasa).—{For the. Painisamydjas, Butter also is found to be 


--preseribed by another text as. the material to be used; hence when the 


Patnisamyaja comes to be performed in connection with the Darsha- 
parnamded, one may ube, at hiş Suttons either the Tail « or the Butter). 
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 ADHTKARANA (11): The“ Cementing of the Slabs? is to 
be done at the ‘ Hctypes’ or ‘ Forms’ of the Agnistoma. 


SUTRA ea. 


Pusan PŪRVAPAKŞA]—“ THE ‘CEMENTING’ SHOULD BE 
DONE AT THE ARCHETYPAL SACRIFICE (JYOTISTOMA), 
BECAUSE, LIKE ‘ PURCHASE’, ITS USEFULNESS 

e DOES NOT CEASE” 


Bhasya. 


[This is another instance of conflict between ‘Syntactical Connection’ and 
< Context ’.—Tantravartika. ] 


In the section on Jyotistoma, in connection with the two slabs used 
for pounding the Soma-shoots, we read—‘ Dirghasoma santrdydd dhrtyai’ (ef. 


Taitti. Sarh. 6. 2. 11. 3) [‘ At the Dirghasoma one should cement the slabs 


for securing proper support’].—In regard to this, there arises the following 
saceiions 1s this ‘cementing’ to be done at the Jyotistoma itself [the term 
*dirghasoma’ in this case being taken as standing for the Jyotistoma],—or 
at those performances of the Soma-sacrifice which extend over a long 
‘period of time ?—[The Tantravartika sets forth five alternatives in. this 
connection—(1) Is the cementing to be done at the main Jyodtistoma ?—or 
(2) at that Jyotistoma which is performed by a tall (dirgha) sacrificer ?—or 
(3) at the Ukihya and such other ‘forms’ of the Agnistoma which extend 
` -over longer periods of time than the other ‘forms’ ?—or (4) at the Satira 
and Ahina sacrifices only, which extend over several days ?—or (5) at all 
sacrifices other than the Agnistoma ?] 


[Before taking up the consideration of the several alternatives, the. first point 
to determine is whether or not the ‘Cementing’ is to be disjoined from the 


‘Context’. in which it is laid down. Because if it is decided that it cannot be 


. taken away from the. Context, then it will have to. be done at the main J yotistoma 
itself. ] $i . 


. On this preliminary iiieation, we have the following Pur vapaksa (Ay 
“Inasmuch as the usefulness of the cementing ‘does not cease’ (is not 


absent): in the main J} yotistoma,—it should. not be removed from the 
Context [ie. it should be done at- ‘the main Jyotigloma itself]. — Butin 


connection with the main J} yotistoma, there i is. another declaration that the 
two slabs should not be cemented.” (Cf. Taitti 


‘Purchase’ (of Soma) ; that ig to ay 
éa Taitti. Sar. 8. 1. 10. 1-2) as. 


Barh. 6. 2:113; Mai-Sam. 1.10. 
be: option, asin the case of the. 
there are several things laid down 
be paid for the Soma-—-such 
as ‘gold’, ‘cow “aed 80 fortis and these are re regarded as so many optional 
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alternatives; in the same manner, in the case in question there should be 
option—so that the ‘ cementing’ may. or may not be done.” * 


SUTRA (25). 
[PRELIMINARY SrppHANTA|—IN REALITY, THERE SHOULD BE 
REMOVAL (OF THE ‘ CEMENTING’) FROM THE CONTEXT ; 


-BECAUSE OF THE MENTION OF A SPECIAL 
QUALIFICATION. 


Bhdsya. 


[In answer to the Preliminary Pirvapaksa, (A), we have the following 
Preliminary Siddhinta (A)]—The ‘Cementing’ should, in reality, be 
removed from the Context; as the text mentions a ‘special qualification’ 
viz.‘ The Cementing should be done at the Dirgha-Soma’ (where the 
‘Soma’ has been qualified by the epithet ‘dirgha’, ‘long-protracted’), 
and it is the Sattras that are ‘long-protracted’ in comparison with the: 
Jyotistoma [so that the * Cementing’ should have to be done at the Satiras, 
and not.at the Jyotisioma to which the Context belongs. ] 


SUTRA (26). 
oe 
[Ossectron|—“ THE ‘SPECIAL QUALIFICATION? MAY PERTAIN 
TO THE PERFORMER; AS IT IS BASED UPON HIM” 
- Bhasya. 


4 {Says the Opponent]—* The ‘Cementing’ should not be removed 
from the main Jyotisioma; thus would the ‘Context’ be honoured.—As 


* Kumirila is not satisfied with this explanation of the example of ‘purchase’ 
cited in the Siiira... He supplies the following explanation—The objection being 
that, since the main Jyotigtama is finished ina short time, there should be no need 
for the cementing of the slabs, as there would not be much strain on them,—the . 
answer is that even so, the Cementing. will have its use, ‘like the Purchase’; that is — 
to say, in the case of the Purchase of Soma, even though the purchase is duly 
éffected by the payment of any one of the alternutive prices prescribed, yet in 
actual practice, all these prescribed articles are. given to the vendor, in. strict 
accordance with the scriptural text which lays down the. giving of those in 
exchange for the Soma; and though the payment of all these is not necessary, yet 
it is not entirely useless; as it serves the ‘purpose of winning the good graces of 
the owner of the Soma, and the scriptures declare that great prosperity accrues to 
the purchaser of the Soma. if the “purchase is effected: to the entire. satisfaction 
of the owner. In the same manner, in the case in- question, even though the 
uncemented slabs would be quite sufficient: for the purpose of pounding the Soma 
for the main Jyotiztoma,—yet, as we are cognisant of the fact that the cementing of 
the slabs brings prosperity, the cementing should be done; and it would serve the | 


useful purpose of briigmg prosperity: to the Pee --See Tantravartika—Trans. i, 
p- 1240. ; poe ' 
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for the term ‘dirgha-soma’, this may be taken as pertaining to the per- 
former,—the Soma- aade performed by a ‘tall’ (‘dirgha’) person being 
called ¢ ‘ Dirgha- Soma’,” 


SUTRA (27). 


' [ANSWER]—IT MUST PERTAIN TO THE SACRIFICH; AS OTHERWISE. 
THE COMMENDATION WOULD BE INEXPLICABLE. 


Bhasya. 


It is not right that the ‘cementing’ should find place in the main 
Jyotistoma; it should be done only at that Soma-sacrifice which is long- 
protracted,—the ‘dirghatva’ (length) pertaining to the sacrifice, not to the 
performer.—Why ?—Because ‘otherwise the commendation would be inexpli- 
cable’; in the text in question, we have the commendatory term ‘ dhrtyai’ 


which means ‘for the purpose of securing proper support’. What happens 


at the long-protracted Soma-sacrifice is that the Soma is pounded with 
stones over and over again; so that there is fear of the slabs on which 
‘Soma is pounded breaking under the strain; and hence in this case the 


‘cementing’ serves the purpose of making the slabs capable of ‘ supporting” — 
_ the strain,—and thus the commendatory term becomes applicable [which | 


could not be the case in the main Jyotisioma, where there are only three 


extractions of juice and hence the pounding is done only thrice].—For this- 
reason the ‘cementing’ should be removed (from the ‘context’ of the — 


Jyotistoma, and done at the long-protracted Soma-sacrijice). 


[The conclusions hitherto reached are—(1) ‘That the ‘cementing’ is not to be 


done at the main Jyotistoma in general,—nor (2) at the main Jyotietoma performed by - 
a tall person._-Then the third alternative is taken up—viz. that it.should be done — 


at the other ‘forms’ of the Jyotigtoma. Siitra (28) objects to this view ;—Siitra (29) 
answers these objections and sets forth the final Siddhania—viz. that the < cement- 
ing’ should be done at those ‘forms’ of the Jyotiztoma which are long-protracied. 
—~It has to be noted that the Bhasya urges, in favour of this Siddha@nta, the argu- 
ment that this preserves the connection of the ‘Context’, as.the ‘Forms’ are 
forms of the Jyotistoma, and the Context is of the Jyotistoma ; so that in. this 
Siddhanta, there is no ‘removal’ of the Cementing from the ‘Context’ of the Jyo- 
tietoma.—-It has to be borne in mind that according to what follows under 3. 6, 41- 
43, the other ‘forms’ of the Tyotistoma do not belong to the same ‘Context’ as the 
main J yotigtoma itself; they are so many. modifications of the Jyotistoma, and 
Heye distinct: results of their own, See Tantravartika—Trans., p: 1243 and p. 1579. 


“It may, be pointed out here. that the Jyotistoma sacrifice i is made up of seven 


i Sarhethae 3? or ‘Forms’ of which the following four aré the more important 


ones-—(1) ) The «Agnistoma’, which ends with the Yajñāyajñiya Hymn, (2) the 
au Ukthya’, ending with the Ukthya- ‘Hymn, (3) the. ‘Sodashin’, and (4) the Ati- 
raira 


aracter: of. ‘J yotigtoma” ‘remains intact. 
alon Jyoti toma m üs ” Agniploma fomi and 
are therefore out of that ‘Context’.] : 


= Or these the wd ghigtona | is the one most intimately related to the Jyotisto-_ 
: : thout the. Agnistoma; while, even. without: 
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| SUTRA (28). 

[FINAL PŪRVAPAKŞA]—“ ÅS REGARDS THE ‘ (OTHER) Forms’, [IF THE 
TERM ‘DIRGHA-SOMA’ WERE TAKEN AS STANDING FOR THESE], 
THERE WOULD BE NO PECULIARITY IN THE ‘SUPPORT’ 
REQUIRED; JUST AS THERE IS NONE IN THE 
CASE OF THE TERM STANDING FOR THE 
PERFORMER [so that the com- 
mendatory term ‘ dhriyat’ 
would remain 
inexplicable.” 


Bhasya. 


This Sana should be taken as following after a few words. —What are’ 
_these words ?—They are as follows—‘‘ Why cannot the cementing find a place 
in the other Forms ? If it did, then the Context would be duly honoured, and 
the term ‘dirgha-soma’ also would become applicable,—because the ‘Soma- 
sacrifice’ is longer protracted at the Ukthya and other Forms than at the 
Aygnistoma (which is the first and the inseparable Form of the Jyotistoma).” 
It is in answer to these words that we have the Sūtra (28), which 
embodies the following Parvapaksa—‘ Even though the Forms be lony-pro- 
tracted, the commendatory term cannot he applicable to them; because the 


quantity of Soma at these.is the same (as that at the ordinary Jyotistoma), —_ 


—the injunction on this point being that ‘one should measure out ten hand- 
` Julle’. So that in the-case of the other Forms also, there would be no more 
‘support’ needed for the slabs than in that of the Jyotistoma. For these- 
- reasons, the ‘ cementing’ must be removed from the ‘context’ (and should 

not be done either at the main Jyotistoma or at its other Forms). 


SUTRA (29). 


[Finan SIDDHANTA]—IN FACT, IT SHOULD BE DONE AT THE ‘ UKTHYA’ 
AND OTHER FoRMS; AS THE PURPOSE TO BE SERVED 
IS PRESENT IN THEIR CASE. 


| Bhasya. 


Ibi is not right: that there should be ‘removal’ of the ‘ cementing’ (from 
the Context); in fact, in consideration of the Context, there should be no 
such ‘removal’.—As for the term ‘dirgha-soma’, this is quite applicable 
to the said Forms, because they extend over a long time.—As regards ` 
the quantity of Soma, that also is larger at these Terminuses than at the 
Agnistoma; because the number of offerings go on increasing atthe said 
Forms,—and until there is an increase in the quantity. of the substance 
offered, there can be no increase in the number of. offerings.—| It might 
be argued that. the number ‘of offerings might be increased by increasing 
the number of offering-cups, among whom the same small’ quantity of Soma 
might be distributed; but}—The ` name “graha? (offering-cup) is: applied 
to the oun only when itis s full: ‘hence one could. not take. up for r. offering, 
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the cups that would be not full. Thus then there being a large quantity of 
Soma to be pounded, there would be fear of the slabs breaking, and hence 


the securing of proper ‘support’ becomes desirable; and this renders the 
commendatory term ‘dhrtyai’ quite explicable (and applicable). 


SUTRA (30). 


(OBJECTION]—“ THERE BEING NO DIFFERENCE IN THE TWO CASES, 
THE COMMENDATION WOULD BE MEANINGLESS IN BOTH” ,—IF 
‘THIS IS URGED [then the answer would be as in 
the following Sūtra]. 


Bhasya. 


[Says | the Opponent]—‘‘ If you hold the view that in the case. of the 
other Forms, there being an increase in the quantity of the substance to 
be offered, the commendatory word becomes quite applicable,—then our 
answer is that it is not so; because even so, the commendation would be 
meaningless.—Why so ?—Because there would be no difference in the two cases, 
regarding the quantity of Soma; that is to say, the quantity of Soma re- 


- quired at the Ukthya and other Forms would be the same as that at the 
Agnistoma; as at the Ukihya and other Forms also, only ‘ten handfulls’ of 
` Soma would have to be secured.—‘ But for special purposes, the quantity of 


the substance to be offered would. have to be increased.’ —-The substance to 


be offered having been declared to be ‘ten handfulls’ how could that be. 


increased ? For instance, in a case where the number of parvas (joints) 
in the Soma-iwig has been fixed at three, it will not do for one to have a 
piece with a large number of joints.—Thus then, the support required being 
the same in both cases, the commendatory word remains inapplicable in the 
case of the other Forms. Consequently, there should be ‘ removal” (of the 
‘ Cementing’ from the Context).” 


SUTRA (31). 
[AnsweR]|—Ir WOULD BE QUITE APPLICABLE, AS THERE Is NO 
FIXITY * (IN THE QUANTITY PRESCRIBED). 
7 . Bhasya. est 
_ It is not right to say that there should he ‘removal’ (of the ‘Cement- 


ing’); because it. could be done at the Forms (of the Jyotistoma), where- 
by the Context would be duly honoured.—As for. the commendation, it 
‘would be quite applicable when the quantity of the offering- substance is 


increased in accordans with the: needs of the situation, —As to how the 


wee The term. < Anityatvat haw ‘pea inana í in accordance with’ the. ‘inter- 


“pretation. of the Bhaeya; according. to. Kumérila, who réjects this interpretation, 
the term stands for the absence: of restriction regarding the quantity of Soma, . 
“which is distinctly declared in such texts as {Rennie arnehi abhytihas'.—See a 


Tantravärtika—Trans., P: 1245: 
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quantity could be increased (when the quantity has been fixed at ‘ten 
handfulls? of Soma-twigs, each of which should be three-jointed),-—this could 
be done by taking up twigs in which the joints would be at longer intervals 
(so that the three-jointed twig in this case.would make a much larger bulk 
than. the same in the other case) ;—further, at the third ‘ Extraction’, one 
piece of Soma is pounded,—the exact size of this ‘piece’ is nowhere laid | 
down; so that one could take up a piece which may have several joints 
or thicker joints,—whereby there would be an increase in the quantity 
of the offering-substance; and in this manner the.commendation becomes 
quite applicable.—For these reasons it becomes established that the 
‘Cementing’ is to be done at the Forms (other than the Agnistoma) [i.e. 
at the Ukihya and other Forms of the Jyotistoma]; [and as for ‘ removal’ 
or ‘non-removal’, this would be a case of ‘non-removal’ if the ‘ Context’ 
of the Forms is taken to be the same as that of the Jyotistoma itself; and 
it would be one of ‘removal’ if the ‘Context’ of those Forms is differ- 
ent from that of the Jyotistoma—as has been proved to be the case under 

3. 6. 41-43]. et 


[Kuméarila finds fault with this form of the Siddhdnta; according to 
him the Siddhkdnta should be that the Cementing should find a place,— 
not only at the Ukthya and other Forms of the Jyotistoma itself,—but at 
all Soma-sacrijices with the single exception of the Agnistoma.—See Tantra- 


 vartika-—Trans., pp. 1245-1246.] 


ADHIKARANA (12): The prohibition of the ‘ Pravargya’ 
pertains to the first performance of the Jyotistoma. 
| SUTRA (32). 


[PURVAPAKSA|—‘‘ THE TEXT CONTAINING THE NUMERICAL 
ADJECTIVE SHOULD PERTAIN TO THE SACRIFICE, 
BECAUSE OF THE CONTEXT.” 


Bhasya. 


In connection with the Jyotistoma, with reference to the Pravargya, 
we have the text—‘ Na prathamayajné pravr Ajyat—dvitiye irtiyé vä pravrii- 
jyat’ [One should not perform the Pravargya at the first sacrifice; one 
should perform it at the second or third’]. 


[As a matter of fact, the Pravargya is laid down without reference to any 
particular sacrifice,—the injunction, ‘Yat pravargyam pravrijyat’, standing by 
itself; and it is only through the syntactical connection of such sentences as—— 
‘Purastadupasadam pravargyam charanti’ [‘ Before the Upasads, they perform the 
Prarargya”’|—that it becomes connected with a sacrifice; and this Pravargya 
-betakes itself to the Jyotietoma in accordance with Sūtra 3. 6. 2; specially as it is 
only in connection with the Jyotietoma that the Upasads are performed. Itisin — 
this sense that the Bhasya has spoken of the Pravargya as connected with the - 
Jyotistoma.—Or, it may be that in the Kaugitaki Brahmana, the injunction of the 
Pravargya is found in the section on Jyotigioma (8. 2), and the statement’ of the 
_ Bhésya is based upon this.-Tantravartika--Trans., p. 1247.--The latter explanation 
is better; for, if the Bhasya—-and the Stitra—had in mind that injunction of the 
Pravargya which is not found in the section on any sacrifice, then in the Siira, the 
Piirvapakea view could not have been based upon ‘Context’. It is clear, therefore, 
that the Sitrakara and the Bhaeyakara both had the Kausitakīi Text in mind.] - 


In regard to the said prohibition of Pravargya, there arises the question— - 
Is the Pravargya to be omitted at all performances of the J yotistoma ?—Or, 
does the prohibition apply only to its first performance ? 


On this question, we have the following Pirvapaksa :—The probibition 
pertains to the Jyotistoma absolutely (in all its performances).—Why ?— 
Because of the mention of the sacrifice; that is, the term ‘prathama’ stands 
for the sacrifice of the Jyotigtoma; because that the name ‘ prathamia’ (first) 
applies to the Jyotistoma is clear from the following text ‘Lisa viva prathamo 
yajhanim yat jyotistomah, ya ëtēna anigtud athanyéna yajaté ete.’ [° The first of . 


sacrifices i is the Jyotistoma, if one performs. any other sacrifice without hav- 


ing performed this ete. ete Here we find. that it is the J yotistoma that is 
Spoken] of Pre the ‘peprecoion gesbandsh 2 piano ( the first of sacrifices’ ). | 
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SUTRA (33). 
[SIDDHÄNTA]-—IN REALITY, THE NUMERICAL ADJECTIVE IS A RELA- 
TIVE TERM, IN REFERENCE TO THE PERFORMER; BECAUSE THE 


INDICATIVE PowER OF THE TERM IS ACTUALLY 
DETERMINED BY THAT. 


Bhasya. 


It is not true that the prohibition pertains to the sacrifice (Jyotistoma) ; 
because in all the four Vedas there is no mention of any sacrifice of the name of 
‘ Prathama-yajfia’ (‘first sacrifice’). What is ‘first’ is the performance of 
a sacrifice, by a certain person; the term ‘first’ applying to the performance, 
in relation to the second and subsequent performances; and hence this term 
can pertain to the performance of a sacrifice, not to the sacrifice itself. Then 
again, that the term ‘first’ refers to the performance of a sacrifice we learn 
directly from the word, while the idea of its referring to the sacrifice can 
be obtained only through the connection of the sacrifice with the perfor- 
mance; and Direct Assertion is more authoritative than Indirect Indica- 
tion. Hence the Pravargya is to be omitted at the first performance (of 
the Jyotisioma). 

As for the argument . that “inasmuch as the phrase ‘ prathamah’ is in 

the same case as ‘ Jyotistoma’ [in the text ‘Bsa väva prathamo yajñänäm yat y 
jyotistomah’], it must be taken as denoting that sacrifice ”,—thìs co-exten- 
siveness (apposition) between the two can be based only on indirect indica- 

_- tion; and this has been already rejected (on the basis of Direct Assertion), 

Lastly, as for the argument that “in the compound ‘prathamayajiah’, 

the term ‘prathama’ is co-extensive with the term ‘yajiia’ [and hence it 
must stand for the yajvia, not for the per omnes) ” —this does not mili- 
tate against our view, as the term ‘yajfia’ is connotative of the ydga, sacri« 
a PAIMEN A 


ADHIKARANA (13): ‘The PA of Pisan: s share? is to 
be done only at the oe si 


SUTRA (34). 


THE GRINDING OF ‘ PUSAN’S SHARE’ SHOULD BE TAKEN AS PERTAIN- 
-ING TO THE EOTYPE; AS IT HAS NOT BEEN ENJOINED IN REFER- 
ENCE TO THE ARCHETYPE. 


Bhasya. 


[Though this Adhikarana is on the same lines as Adhikarana (L1), yet it has 
been brought in here as serving to introduce the next two Adhikaranas bearing upon 
* Piigan’s share’.] : 

In connection with the Darshaptiirnamdsa, we have the text—‘ Tasmat 

ptisd prapistabhagah adatko hi sah’ [* Therefore Piisan has his share ground, 
as he is toothless’] (cf. Taitti. Sara. 2. 6. 8. 5).—In regard to this, there arises 
the question—Is this grinding of Piisan’s share to be done at, the Archetype 
(the Darshaptiirnamdsa) ?—Or at the Ectype (some modification of the 
_ Darshapiirnamasa)? . 
The Parvapaksa view is that it should be done at the Acie aes 
why ?—because of the Context.—It might be argued that Pisan has not 
been declared to be the recipient deity of any offering at the Archetype.— 
As for that, the term ‘ Pisan’ may be taken as denoting any one of the 
‘several deities to whom offerings are made at the Archetype. 

As against this, we have the following Siddhanta:—The grinding of 
‘Piisan’s share’ can be enjoined only in connection with a sacrifice where 
an offering is actually made to Pisan;—at the Archetype, Pisan is not 
a deity to whom an offering is made ;—hence the grinding has to be gable 

-from the Context.—As regards the statement that ‘the term ‘piisan’ may 
be taken as denoting any one of those to whom offerings are made at the 
Archetype ”’,—the word could be taken in this (indirect) sense, O only if there 
were no deity to whom the name ‘piisan’ applied directly.—“ H the grind- 
ing is done at another sacrifice, then the Context would be discarded ’’.—Let 
‘it be discarded, when what discards it is Dg Connection. (which 4 is- 
more authoritative than Context). f ; 


“In reality however, there can be no dobt, on 1 this point a at all; we may : 


l aa it as an established fact that the grinding of Päsan’s share should be 


done at the Hetype, nob at the Archetype, for the simple reason that Pipars: 


bas not ‘been enjoined as a deity at the Archetype. 


ot hy then’ should this wel- o laee Joab be introduced hiers at all l n 


as eee rE ice sr a S ee 
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ADHIKARANA (14): The < grinding of Pusan’s share’ 
can be done only when the material is ‘ Charu’, 
Cooked Rice. 


SUTRA (35). 


(Porvaraxss|— THE GRINDING IS TO BE DONE TO ALL OFFERING- 
MATERIALS; AS THERE IS NO DISTINCTION AMONG THEM.” 


Bhasya. 


Tt has been asserted that ‘the grinding of Pasan’s share’, laid down in 


the ‘Context’ of the Archetype, should be done at the Ectype.—Now there 


arises the question—Is the grinding to be done to (all offering-materials)— 


. Rice, Animal-flesh and Cake ?—or to Rice only ? 


The Pirvapaksa view is that it is to be done to all—the Rice, the 


‘Animal-flesh and the Cake ;—why 1—because there is no distinction among 


them; as there is no ground for discrimination, the ‘grinding’ should be 


`: done to all the offering- materials. 


SUTRA (36). 


- [Smppminra]—Iy REALITY THE ‘GRINDING’ SHOULD BE DONE T 


To THe RICE ONLY; IN THE CASH OF THE CAKE, 
JT I8 IMPLIED BY ITS VERY NATURE; AND 
IN THE OASE OF ANIMAL-FLESH, 
IT COULD NOT BE DONE 
aa tae TO IT, AS ITS VERY 
PURPOSE WOULD 
BE DEFEATED. 


Bhasya. 
The ‘grinding of Piigan’s share’ is to be done to the Rice anty. ~ ÅS Tres 


< gards the Cake, the grinding of the corn is implied by its very nature, as un- 


less the corn is ground (there could be no flour and hence) no Cake could be 
made; therefore in connection with the Cake, no injunction (of grinding) is- 


`, necegsary.—The grinding could not be done to the Animat-flesh; for if the 
-Heatt and other limbs of the animal’s body were ground down, then they - 
- would lose their shape.—“ What is the harm if they do?’’—In that case,’ 


there could be no ‘slicing’ of the H eart and other limbs, in accordance with 
the injunction that “one should slice the Heart first, etc. ete ’.—(Taitti. Sarn. 


6. 8. 10.4 .)}—In the same manner the other slicings also could not. be done. 


—‘It is quite possible to make slices out of the Heart that has been 


` ground down”.—We say, no; it is the particular shape, not the lump of 


flesh, to which the name ‘ Heart’ is applied ; as has been declared under the 


oira 1. 3. 33, where it has, been shown gat “whet is denoted by t the weed : f 
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is the shape’.—Even though it may be possible to make out of the ground 
‘flesh.a lump having the shape of the Heart and other limbs, yet people would 
be bewildered regarding the exact. point at which the slicing should be done. 
—From all this, the injunction of ‘ grinding of Piisan’s share’ should be 
taken as pertaining to the Rice only. 


SUTRA (37). 


[OBJECTION] THE SAME MAY BE SAID OF THE RICE ALso,”’—1F 
THIS IS URGED [then, the answer would be as in the | 
following Sūtra]. 

Bhasya. 


[Says the Opponent]—‘If your view is that ‘the Sides could not 
be done to the Animal-flesh because its very purpose would be defeated ’— 
then our answer is that the purpose would be similarly defeated in the case 
of Rice also; as a matter of fact, the name ‘Charu’ is applied to the rice 
when each grain is cooked and stands distinct from the rest; if the rice 
were ground down, it would become either dough, or gruel or like oil-cake 
[and it would not be ‘ cooked rice’].”’ 


SUTRA (38). 


LAnswan]--No% AS IT IS A NAME BASED UPON ‘BEING COOKED’, 
Bhasya. 


Our answer to the objection (put forward in Si, 37) is as follows: i 
It is true that the word ‘charu’ is applied to the rice when each grain | 
is cooked and stands distinct from the rest ;—as we find in such assertions 
as ‘such charu is given in which each grain is cooked and stands distinct 
' from the rest’;—but the use of the name ‘charu’ is not based upon the ` 
fact of ‘each grain being cooked and standing distinct from the rest’; 
if this fact of ‘each grain being cooked and standing distinct from the rest’ 
were the basis of the use of the name “ charu’, then it could not be applied 
to cooked rice-flour; while as a matter of tact, the name is applied. to 
cooked rice-flour. Therefore the basis of the application of the name 
‘charu’ must consist in some factor that is common to both (cooked grains 
of rice and cooked rice-flour).—It is this common factor that is pointed out 
in the Sūtra ‘because it is a name based upon being cooked’. The sense 
of the reply is that the purpose is not. defeated in the case of grinding being 
done to the charu ;—why 1—because it is a name based upon ‘ being cooked’ ; 
“Le, the name ‘charu’ is one that is based upon ‘being cooked’; so that 
what is connoted. by the term ‘charu’ is ‘that rice which has been. cooked by 
internal heat and from.which the water has ‘not ‘been * strained’ ; it is in this 
sense that people are found to apply the name “charu? to cooked rice oe 
A as Ww las: to we rice ER AN gra ins anding apa 


é A iat, is it is to. be done to. ; 


- Aputearana (15): The grinding of ‘Pusan’s share’ is 
to be done only in cases where the offering is 
made to Pusan alone. 


SUTRA (38) 


Iv SHOULD BE DONE ONLY WHEN THERE IS, A SINGLE DEITY; 
AS IT IS MENTIONED IN CONNECTION WITH 
ONE (DEITY) ONLY. 


| Bhasya. 


It has been established that ‘ the grinding of Pisan’s share’ should be. 
done at the Ectype,—and only to cooked rice—Now there arises the question — 
Is the grinding to be done only when the substance is to be offered 
to the single deity, Pusan? Or also when the substance is to be offered 
to two deities ?— What is an instance of an offering being made to two 
_ deities ?”—In the second Isti of the three offerings in the Rajasiiya sacrifice, | 

`; we have. the undian ‘ Saumapaugne shddashakapalée aindrapausnashcharuh 
 shydvo daksina’, where we find mentioned the ‘aindrapaugna charu’, i.e. 

‘cooked rice dedicated to Indra-Pigan’, wherein we Hare an instance: of | 
an: offering, to two deities. oS 

On this point, the apparently right view is that the grinding should be 
done to only that substance which is meant for being offered to a single 
deity ;—why 1—because it is mentioned in connection with a single deity; just as 


-we found in the case of the ‘quartering’ (of the cake dedicated to Agni 
slone)[—vide above, 3. 1, 26-27]. 


SUTRA (40). 
ALSO BHOAUSE OF THE. CONFLICT OF CHARACTER INVOLVED. 
: Bhagya. 


In the case of the substance to be offered to two deities, there would be 

a conflict. of character ; (strictly according to the injunction) the share of 
_ Pagan would be ground, not the share of the other deity; so that if Pisan’s 
- portion would be ground, that of the other deity would have to be left 

ie -ground; and the cooking of the. whole would be very uneven; so that, 
-as the name ‘charu’ is based upon ‘ being cooked’, there would be an incon- ` 


_ gruity in the application of. this name to what has not been. properly ; ae 


(evenly) cooked.—tIf then,. people: were to grind the whole of the substance g 
=the portion of Păgan as well as that of the other deity,—then there would. 

be a confusion regarding their. respective portions (which could not be dis- - 

tinguished from one another). —*“ Where would be the harm in that ? ?The 
3 portion of one would become offered to ne soda and | in this sptnsthing 
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would be done which would not be in strict accordance with the Veda.—For 
these reasons, the grinding should be done to only that substance which is 
meant to be offered to the single deity (Pasan). 7 


SUTRA (41).` 


[Says THE PŪRVAPAKŞIN|—“ In REALITY, IT SHOULD BE DONE TO A 
SUBSTANCE MEANT FOR PUSAN COUPLED WITH A SECOND 
7 DEITY; AS THE PRESENCE OF THAT DEITY IS THE 
ONLY CONDITION LAID DOWN.” ` 


Bhasya. 


“We find the grinding laid down on the ground of the substance being 
meant to be offered to the particular deity in the text—‘ Pisan should 
have ground substance assigned as his share’. Even when the ‘grinding’ 
is done to the substance intended for being offered to two deities (Pasan 
coupled with another deity), the portion assigned to Piisan continues to be 
‘of ground substance’.—Such is not the case with the Quartering of the Cake 
(which has been cited by the Siddhdntin as an analogical case); because the 
Quartering is laid down as to be done to the“ Agnéya cake’, where the nomi- 
nal affix (‘dhak’, in the term ‘dgnéyg’) is such as can be there only when 

- the name of Agni appears singly, not when it is coupled with the name of 
` gnother deity.—Similarly in the case of the term ‘ indrapita’ (see 3. 2. 39-40), 

_ the compounding is with ‘indra’ standing by itself, and not as coupled with 
the name of another deity. In the case in question on the other hand, the 
compound ‘prapista-bhdgah’ (as qualifying ‘ Pūgan’) is a Bahuvrihi com- 
pound (meaning ‘one whose portion consists of ground grains’) ;—and 
' this compounding is possible in the case of the component words being 
- < capable’ of being compounded; so that there would be no incongruity in 
the grinding of the substance meant for two deities [as even so Pūsan could 


continue to be ‘one whose portion consists of ground grains’|.—Because, » 
whether the Rice is meant to be offered to Péisan only, or'to Piigan along 


with another deity,—in either case—‘ eee share’ should be ground.” 


SUTRA (42). 


‘[Ponvaransa ARGUMENT oonTINUED]—" ALSO BROLA WE FIND TEXTS 
INDICATIVE OF THE SAME CONCLUSION.” 


- Bhasya. a 


yor “There a are: texts also, indicative of the same ‘conclusion : : For instanco, 


in the. text—‘ Piisan is one whose share consists of ground grains, as he is 


< toothless’ (Tai. Sar. 2. 6. 8. 5),—the commendatory: expression (‘ he is tooth- 


less *) indicates that the grinding is to be done on account of the connection 


with the ‘particular al (Fagan) Salely i there is the toxt— Sauna- 


EEA 
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and half left unground,—when it is meant for two deities; so that this 
text also indicates the fact that the grinding is to be done on account of 
the connection of the Dares deity (Pisan),”’ 


‘SUTRA (43). 


[PURVAPAKSA ARGUMENT conctupED]—“ THERE WOULD BE GRINDING 
OF ALL, IF IT WERE AN INJUNCTION ; AS THE GRINDING 
WOULD BE SORIPTURALLY AUTHORISED IN REFERENCE 
TO THAT; AND FOR THE ‘CHARU’, THERE 
WOULD BE NO GRINDING, AS THERE 

WOULD BE NO USE FOR IT.” 


Bhasya. 


_ The Sätra is to be taken as providing the answer to the question— 
‘why cannot the text “Sawmdpausnam charum nirvapet némapistam’ be 
taken ‘as an injunction by itself (laying down the half-grinding of a certain 
substance intended for the joint-deity Soma-Puisan; and not as simply 
indicating the fact of the grinding being dependent upon the connection of 


a certain deity) ?’—The answer to this (provided in the Sūtra) is as 
follows:—If this were an injunction, then it would enjoin, in reference to 


Soma-Pisan only, the grinding of all the three substances—Rice, Animal- 


5 flesh, and Cake ;—and then, if the sentence were taken as enjoining the 


connection of Soma-Pisan with the ‘Rice’, as also with the ‘half-ground’ | 


` character, —then there would be a syntactical split. Hence all that the 


injunction could be taken to mean would be that ‘there should be half- 
grinding of whatever is meant for Soma-Pisan’; so that what would be l 


. > egeripturally authorised’ would be the ‘ half-grinding’ only with reference 
to Soma-Pisan [and this would mean the grinding ofall the substances, 
Cake, Animal-flesh, and Rice, that might be meant for Sema-Pisan].—In 

fact, the sentence in question could be taken as an injunction only (a) if 
<in. the case of the Cake, the grinding of all the grain needed for it were 


taken as implied by the very nature of the cake itself,—and (b) if, on 
account of no useful purpose being served by it, the grinding were taken as 
not applicable to the Animal-flesh and the Rice;—and in that case the 


_ word ‘charu’ in the sentence could not be taken as meant to signify its 
` own. meaning [i.e. it would be meaningless].—If, on the other hand, the sen- 


tence is taken as a mere reference to the grinding (and not as an injunction 


_ of it), then there would be none of these incongruities; and being a mere 
< reference, the sentence can. be taken as a mere indicative (of the fact of the ` 


grinding being done on account of the connection with a particular deity).— 
* But in the case of the Animal-flesh, there could be no grinding, for fear of 
the disappearance of the limbs | (required) ’ Not ‘so, we reply ; no limbs 


- would be. destroyed in the case of half-grinding, as the offering could be... 


made out of the ungrownd: portion of the limb ; and after all the grinding i is: 


` meant to serve only a transcendental (not a visible purpose). [So that, the 
cutting out of the Heart-and other limbs to be offered could be done before 
-the flesh i is ground, -fays Tantravartika—Trans., pi 1266. y 
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SUTRA (44). 


[SIDDHANTIN ANSWERS|—IN FACT, IT SHOULD BE DONE WHEN 
THERE IS ONLY ONE (DEITY); BECAUSE WHAT IS EN- 
JOINED IS A DETAIL APPERTAINING TO AN OBJECT; 

AND, AS IN THE CASE OF INDRA-AGNI, IT 
COULD NOT APPERTAIN TO BOTH 
(InDRA-PUSAN); BECAUSE IT 
IS NOT ENJOINED AS SUCH. 

Bhasya. — 


The grinding can be done only to the substance meant i for being offered 
to a single deity, Pasan,—and not to that intended for two deities, Indra- 
b Pūsan ;—why ?—because when it is said that ‘a ground substance should be 
l used as the portion of Pisan’, what is enjoined is not a characteristic of the 
deity,—but ‘a detail appertaining to an object ’.—‘“ What is that object ?”—- 
It is the sacrifice— How do you know that what is laid down is not a 
characteristic of the deity ?”—Our answer to this is that there is no share 
(or portion) of the deity at all.—‘* Why ? certainly what is offered to a deity, 


. deity; but by this mere offering, the ownership of the deity over the sub- 
the acceptance (by the recipient of the gift);—and there can be no evidence 


when one accepts, takes up (bhajaié), a certain thing that that thing becomes 
: his portion (bhadga) ;—and the deity never takes up the substance offered to 
it ;—hence there can be no such thing ‘ Pisan’s portion or share’. 
Even if the substance could somehow be regarded as the ‘portion ’ 
of the deity,—the ‘ grinding’ could never be something appertaining to the 


useless.—‘‘ But being enjoined in a totally different Context, how could it 


would appertain to the sacrifice, on the strength. of ‘Syntactical Connec- 
tion ’.—- But in reality, we find the grinding laid down in connection with a 
deity, not in connection with a Sacrifice ”.—Our answer to that is that it 
has already been pointed out that it cannot be connected with the deity, 
(1) because there is no such thing as the ‘portion’ (of the deity), and 


—‘ And yet it behoves you to explain how the grinding can be connected 


portion’ mi. e. it is that substance in the offering whereof the deity is. 
oe - Piisan ;—now when the offering i is 
ie deity of that offering. i is not“ Pas 
"become subject to the ‘ownership 
_ the. offering is. made to Indra-F 
i : een the Rice. es o aad! s 


an there- is no connection. established 


becomes its portion ”.—What we hold is that what is done in the case of a | 
sacrifice is that the substance is offered (given away) with reference to the ` 


_ stance does not become established; because the ownership is established by z 


to prove that tho substance offered has been accepted by tho deity; itis only . l 


deity; because, if it did not appertain to the sacrifice, it would be entirely. 


be something appertaining to the Sacrifice ?’’—Our answer to this is that it 


| (2) because, it would be entirely useless (if it were connected with the deity). l 


` with the. Sacrifice” .—That we are going to explain :--The substance that is- 
offered. (at a sacrifice) in: reference to. Pagan is what is called ‘Pagan’ gi 


de to the joint deity Indra-Pigan,. the o 
as the rice that is offered does not : 
digan’; hence it follows that when ` 


3 Tt is wal! when Thea alone: by 
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himself is the deity of the offering that what is dedicated to him may be- 
come his ‘ portion ’.—“‘ Why so ? ”—Because it is a well-known fact that it is 
only when something is dedicated or made over to one that it becomes 
one’s ‘ portion ’.—Thus, even though Pagan would be helping the joint-deity 
‘Indra-Piigan’ by utterance of his name,—i.e. by reason of the presence of 
his name in the name of the joint deity, he may be rendering some help to 
that joint deity,—yet what has been offered to the two deities (i.e. joint 
deity) does not become his (Pégan’s) ‘portion’; for the simple reason that 
it has not been dedicated to him.—From all this it follows that the grinding 
is to be done to that Rice in the offering of which the deity is ‘ Pisan’ 
(alone), and not to that in the offering whereof there are two deities. 


‘SUTRA (45). 
AS FOR ‘ TOOTHLESSNESS’, IT IS ONLY A COMMENDATORY, REASON. 
Bhasya. 


It has been argued (under Saira 42) that—“ the phrase ‘ becatse he is 
toothless’ indicates that. the grinding is something appertaining to the 
deity” .—But this phrase is ‘only a commendatory reason’, and as such 


| could be explained also on the basis of the Siddhdnta view. 


SUTRA (46). | 
AS FOR THE OTHER SENTENOH, IT WOULD BE AN INTUNOTION.. i 
Bhasya, 


The other argument that has been urged (by the Parvapakein: ander 
Si. 42) is to the effect that—“the sentence ‘Saumapausnarh charum 
nirvapet némapistam’ indicates that grinding is to be done in the case of 
the substance offered to two deities, and by declaring that half of the sub- 


stance is to be ground and the other half is to be left unground, it indicates 
the grinding to be something appertaining to the deity ’’—Our answer to 


this is that, if such were the meaning of the sentence, then,—inasmuch as 


_it-would be dealing with what has not been enjoined elsewhere, — it would 
7 be an Injunction’ = But, if it were an injunction, then a single sentence © 
would be injunctive of several things.” —The answer to this is that, if, 


according to one view, it becomes injunctive of several things, then that. 
contingency could be avoided by accepting the other view; and if there were 


no other view possible, then, with a view to save the sentence from be- 


coming useless, we might even. aocopt: the view that it-is injunctive of 


several things. ; 


“Thus it becomes established: that ‘there is to bes no grinding of Rico 


oe meant for boing offered to two deities. SpE A 


Thus enils Pada iti of Adhyaya UL.. 


ADHYAYA IIL. 
PADA IV. 


ADHIKARANA (1): The Declaration regarding ‘nivita’ 
is purely commendatory. T 


SUTRA (1). 


[PŪRVAPAKŞA (A)|}—‘‘ THE ‘NIVITA’ SHOULD BE REGARDED (AS 
ENJOINED) AS AN ATTRIBUTE OF THE MAN; BECAUSE THE TEXT 
SPEAKS OF MAN AS THE PREDOMINANT FACTOR.” 


Bhasya. 


In connection with the Darsha-Pirnamiasa, we read—‘ Niviiam manu- 
syandm—Prachinavitam pitrynam—Upavitam _dévanim—Upavyayaté déva- 
lakemaméva tat kuruté’ [‘The Nivita is for men, the Prichindvita for the 
Piirs and the Upavita for celestial beings; when one adopts the Upavita 
form, ‘he wears the mark of celestial beings `] (Taitti. Sarh. 2. 5. ll. 1). 


| — [These three are the names given to the three modes of wearing the upper — = 


cloth :—-(1) When it is worn over the neck, the two ends hanging along the 
two sides of the neck, or the chest, it is the Nivita form; (2) when it is 
-worn over the right shoulder and passes under the left arm-pit, it is Prda- 
chindvita ; (3) when it is worn over the left shoulder and passes under the — 
right arm-pit, it is Upavita.] ' l 
Now, in regard to the clause ‘ Nivitam manugydinim’ (‘the Niviia is- 
for men ’], there arise the following questions :—(a) Is this an injunction 
or @ commendatory declaration? [ie. is it mandatory or only com- ` 
mendatory ?]—~(b) If itis an Injunction, is what is enjoined.an attribute of 
_ the Man or of the action (sacrifice) ?—~and (c) Does the injunction apper- 
tain to. those acts of men [such as the Anvdhdryapachana and the like— 
Tantravartika] which are Jaid down in the same context. (of the Darsha- 
` Piirpamésa) or to those acts in- which men are the predominant factors 
[such as the honouring of guesis and the like—Tantravartika] tooa T 
- On these questions, we have the following Pūrvapakşa : Á“ The clause 
in question is an injunction, and what is enjoined is an attribute of the 
Man.—If the sentence is taken as an Injunction, then alone it can. Jay down 
= something’ not already known, and hence serve a useful purpose ; otherwise — 
~ (if it is not taken as an Injunction), it: remains @ mere assertion, and hence 
. useless. H the sentence is an ‘Injunction, then the attribute laid down in ` 


G 


minant factor —* How do you 
‘not enjoined ; ;—what is en- 
ot enjoined cannot become an — 
ken as enjoined by the sentence, 


must belong to Man; as the declara- 
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then there would be a syntactical split. Hence it is concluded that the 
Nivita (which is enjoined) is helpful to man.—‘ From the Contest it is clear 
that it is helpful to the Darsha-Pirndmdsa sacrifice.’ —But Syntactical Connec- 
tion is more authoritative than Context. Further, if Men were the sub- 
ordinate factor, then as case-terminations are meant to be significant, 
the term denoting men would have taken the instrumental ending; as a 
matter of fact, however, we find the Genitive ending (in the word ‘ manu- 
syanam), which denotes relationship. In fact, if the men were the sub- 
ordinate factor, then, it would not be necessary to mention the men at all; 
as, naturally, what had to be done could be done by men only; if, on the 
_ other hand, Men form the predominant factor, then it is necessary to men- 
tion ther.” 
SUTRA (2). 
[OBJECTION TO THE POURVAPAKSA]—THE SENTENCE SHOULD BE 
TAKEN AS MERELY DESCRIPTIVE, AS THE THING Ge) 
f EXISTS ALREADY. 
Bhasya. 

. * Apadësha’ stands for what is already known; the sense of the argument 
is that the sentence in question cannot be taken as an Injunction, it is 
purely descriptive ;—why ?—because the thing exists already: that is to 
"say, it is already known that Nivita is the mode for men; in fact, as a rule, ` 


men adopt the nivita form for their own use. Hence the sentence must 
be taken as merely is leche , Bn 


SUTRA (3). ke 

[Ponvaraxgin’ S ANSWER TO THE OBJECTION}—* Bur IN nmaltvy, . 

IT SHOULD BE TAKEN AS AN. INJUNCTION ; AS IT LAYS DOWN 
SOMETHING NOT ALREADY KNOWN.” 
~ Bhasya. 

“The sentence must be an Injunction; as it is only as an Injunction 
that it can serve a useful purpose; otherwise it would be a mere asser- 
tion, and hence useless. Then again, a sentence is to be regarded as des- 
criptive only when it speaks of something already known; the sentence in 

_ question however lays down something not already knoun,—viz.: that * men 
must always. wear the ene cloth in the Nivita form’. ta 


SUTRA (4). 
[PORVAPAKSA (B)—rEJEOTING  PŪRVAPAKŞA (A) s Twasmuon 
e AS IT IS MENTIONED IN A CONTEXT ABOUNDING IN THE |. 

MENTION. OF PROPERTIES OF ACTIONS; >THE “Nivira ’ 
ALSO SHOULD BE REGARDED AS. A PROPERTY 
| OF ACTIONS.” 
: _ Bhäşya. 
e «We a the proposition that the sentence is an ‘{Ajwachion 5 but we 

v do not accept the proposition that Nivita is an attribute of Man ;—in fact it 
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must be the property “of the Sacrifice, as is indicated by the Contezt ; it is 
mentioned among many such properties as Kolong to pales hence it 
mst be a property of Actions.” : 


- SÜTRA (5). 
$ Arso BECAUSE OF THE CLOSING WORDS OF THE SENTENCE. 4 
| Bhägya. 


i The closing word with which the sentence ‘ Nivitam manusydnam’ 
ends is the name ‘ddhvaryavam’ (‘Pertaining to, done by, the. Adhvaryu 


Priest’); and it is. only if the Nivīta is an accessory of the Darsha-Parnamdsa 


sacrifice that it could be ‘done by the Adhvaryu Priest’; and iti is sel thus 
that the indication of the Name would be honoured,” ae 


SUTRA (6). 


[PŪRVAPAKŞA (C), SLIGHTLY MODIFYING (B)}—* It MUST BE CON- 
NECTED WITH THE CONTEXT ; AS SUCH CONNECTION WOULD IN- 
VOLVE NO INCONGRUITY.” 


Bhäşya. 


Objection against the Pirvapakga. (B)—‘ From Context and E Name, oe 
. the Nivita appears to be a property of actions; and from Syntactical Con. 
nection it appears to be an attribute of man; hence (Syntactical Connection > 
being more authoritative than Context and Name), the Niviia should ba E 


z removed. from its context (and connected with Man)’. 


“Not so, we reply. Even while retaining its place in the Context, : 
the Ni wita may be taken as ‘appertaining predominantly to Man. —How ete e 
Tt would find place in that act——of Anvihdryapachana, for instance,—which, y 
while forming part of the Darsha-Pūrņnamāsa sacrifice, is connected. chiefly 


with Man; and in this way both ‘ Context” and ‘ erated Connection’ 
would panome honoured.” 


SUTRA a 


[POrvaraksa (D)—mopmyine (C)]}—“Ir must APPERTAIN TO AN 
ACTION WHEREIN: MAN IS THE PREDOMINANT FACTOR; BE- 
CAUSE ITS MENTION IS SIMILAR (TO THAT OF THE OTHER 
MODES OF WEARING THE CLOTH, . UPAVITA ’, BTC.) ; ; 

_ AND THE OTHER FACTOR (* MEN ’) IS MENTIONED, 
, FOR THE PURPOSE OF CONNECTING WIE. 
e THE Nıvrra.”? A is eae 


eee ee 
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celestial beings’, what is enjoined is that the Upavita ifto be adopted at the 
Darsha-Pirnamasa (at which the deities form the predominant factor),—(2) 
when it is said that ‘Prachindvita is for Pitys”, what is enjoined is that the 
`- Prachindvita is to be adopted at the action whereat the Pitrs form the pre- 
dominant factor; similarly (3) when it is said that ‘ Nivita is for men’, what 
is enjoined independently of the Context is that the Nivita is to be adopted 
at the act of Honouring the Guest.—‘ How do you get the idea that it enjoins 
the Nivita as to be adopted at the act whereat Man forms the predominant. 
factor ?’—-We gather this from the.connection of ‘ nivita’ with the word 
‘ manusyandm’, which has the Genitive ending.—‘ In that case the Nivita 
should belong to the men themselves, not to an action whereat man is the 
predominant factor.’—If it were taken as belonging to the men themselves, . 
then it would be necessary to assume a result (following from such connec- 
tion of Nivita with men) ; when, on the other hand, it is taken as appertain- 
ing to the action whereat man is the predominant factor, the Genitive 
ending will remain, which will bring about the necessary connection (be- 
tween the Nivita and Man), and. yet it would not be necessary to assume a 
result [as the result of the action would be there already]. This is what 
has. been explained under Sūtra ‘ Samésu vakyabhédah sydt’ (2. 1. 47).— 
‘Having become syntactically connected with the action whereat Man is 
the predominant factor, the Nivita would again become similarly connected 
with the Darsha-Pirnamdsa to which the Context belongs.’-—Two connections 
cannot be enjoined by one sentence ; for, if it did, there would be nisatie 


split. In fact, inasmuch as ‘the other factor ™—i.e. the mention of ‘men’— _ ; 
is for the purpose of connecting with Nivita,—the connection of the Nivita ae 
with ‘men* would be established directly by the words of the text, and = 


_ when this connection would-be found to serve a useful purpose, there would 
be no ‘oceasion for connecting it with the sacrifice of the ‘ Context’ (ie. 
_ ‘the Darsha-Pirnamdsa).—For these reasons, the indication of the * Context’ 

` should be set aside: and the Nivita should be adopted at the act of Honouring 
Questa.” as 


SUTRA (8). 


(SmpHinra]—Ly REALITY, THE SENTENCE SHOULD BE TAKEN AS 
A COMMENDATORY DECLARATION ; BECAUSE OF THE CONTEXT. 


Bhasya. 


It is nob true that. the sentence in question is an Injunction, and that 
Injunction pertains to. an action whereat Van is the predominant factor. 
What is asserted in the term ‘ manusydndim’ is connection with men, not 
connection with an action at which Man is the predominant factor; if it 
were connected with an action at which Man >is the predouunens 
factor, it would: be necessary to assume a result ;—and lastly, if it. were 
connected: with the act of Honouring Guests, it would be connected with an 


act which is not mentioned, which has nothing to do with the Context, and oe 


which can only be inferred.—* What would be the harm in that ?”—-The 
harm: would be that the sentence in, question, even though quite’ capable l 
of being takon i in Bonen. with the Context, would be sens from iti a 


[i 
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‘* How would it be capable of being taken in connection with the Context ?” 
—It could be so taken, as connected with the Context, because it is a com- 
mendatory declaration, and as commending what appears in the Context, 
it would remain within the Context itself; while if it were taken ss an In- 
junction, it would. have. to be removed from the Conieaxt.—From all these 


we conclude that the sentence is not an injunction of something in gon- ` 


nection with an act at which Man i is the ‘Pedominant factor. 


SUTRA QQ) s 
ALSO BROAUSE IT Is SYNTACTIOALLY CONNECTED WITH AN 
ey INJUNOTION.. l 
Bhisya. 


For ae following reason also, the sentence ‘ Nivitam manisyänäm ý 


cannot be taken as an injunction.—“ For what reason ?’’—Because it is 
syntactically connected with an Injunction : The sentence ‘ Upavyayaté déva-— 


lakemaméva tat kurutë ` [which follows the sentence ‘ Nivitam manugyanam’| 
is an Injunction ; and with this Injunction, the sentence in question is syn- 
tactically connected ; under the circumstances, if the sentence in question 
. also were an injunction, then there would be a syntactical split ; because there 
7 ean be no syntactical connection between one Injunction and another In- 
i junction, as the verbal expressions are different; consequently (if the sentence 
in question were taken as an Anjunotion) the indication of syntactical con- 


nection would become set aside.—‘ What is ‘ the indication of a syntactical. 


` connection > ? ”—The indication of the syntactical connection is that the 
sentence ‘ Nivitam manusyandm ’ is a declaration of what is already known 
(from other sources).—‘ Why then should there be a declaration of what is 


already known ? ”—For the purpose of commending the Upavita form— 


“In what way is the Upavita commended (by the sentence ‘ Nivitam, mantu- 
- sydndm’)?”—The idea meant to be conveyed is that ‘the Nivita form is 
not fit. to be adopted at the Darsha-Pirnamdasa, which is a sacrifice offered to 
the: deities,—because it belongs io men,—similarly the Prachindvita form also 
is for the Pitrs, and not fit for an offering to the deities,—it is the Upavita 


which is fit for that offering,—hence the Upavita-form should be adopted - 
(at the Darsha- Pirnamésa sacrifice)? Just as we find in the case of such _ 


assertions as—‘ The dress that this man. is wearing is the dress of dancers, 


the dress that Dévadatta is wearing is the dress of Brahmanas ’—where, : 
for the purpose of commending Dévadatta’s dress, the other dress (that of | 


dancers) is mentioned. Similarly in the casein question, for the purpose of 


commending the Upavita-form, the Nivita has been mentioned. —There is 
ich injunctive word in the sentence aB that ‘ the Nivita should be adopted. 


But there is the text laying down the method of Honouring 
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would be the injunction laying down that the Nivita should 

: : umption would be justified when the sentence 
zit purpose of commending a certain 

a sptible,—it could therefore be. | 
cotingeney of the sentence in 
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< question becoming entirely useless ;—when, however, this uselessness has 
become avoided (by other means), there can be no justification for assuming 
anything at all. For these reasons, the sentence in question must be taken 
as a commendatory declaration ; “and'thereby the Context, becoming recon- 
ciled with Syntactical Connection, comes to serve a most useful purpose. 


[Between Sūtras 9 and 10, there are six Sutras, embodying four Adhikaranas, 
which have not been noticed in the Bhdsya, nor by Mandana Mishra in his Mimam- 
sdnukramani, nor in Brhatt or Rjuvimala.—On this omission the following remarks. 
by Kumiarila (Tantravartika, Trans., p. 1275) are instructive :—‘ After this (Si. 
9) there follow six Siitras which we do not find treated in the Bhdsya ; and there is 
a difference of opinion among the commentators regarding this omission. Some 
people say that the Bhdsyakdra forgot them; others say that he wrote comment- 
aries upon these Séras also, but this portion of the Bhdsya has become lost to 
us; some say he found them easy and not of much importance, and hence omitted 
them; while others declare that he omitted them because they are not Jaimini’s 
Siitras at all-—In support of this last theory we have the form of Sūtra (10) dealt 
with in the Bhdsya—‘ Digvibhdgashcha, etc.’—which distinctly shows that in Jai- 
mini’s Sitra-tevt, this Sütra (10) must follow immediately after Sidtra (9). (‘ Vidhind- 
chaikavikyatudt’).—We find however that all other commentators, from Kumārila 
downwards, on the Sittras have dealt with these six Sdutras.] 


ADHIKARANA (2): ‘The distribution of the directions is a. 
commendatory declaration. 


SUTRA (10). 


Tae DISTRIBUTION OF THE ‘DIRECTIONS ALSO SHOULD BE TREATED 
LIKE. THE FOREGOING ; SPECIALLY AS ITS CONNECTION IS 
FOR A DEFINITE PURPOSE. 


Bhégya, 


in connection with the. Jyotistoma, we read—‘ Prächim dèvä abhajanta, 
daksinaim pitarah, pratichim manusyah, udichimasurah [or, according to 
_ others, ‘ udichim rudrah) * [‘ Celestial beings took over the East, the Pitrs 
the South, human beings the West, and Asuras (or according to others, the 
Rudras) the North ’]. (Taitti. Sam. & l l 1) 

‘In regard to the sentence ‘ Pratichim manusyah,’ there arises the question 
—(a) Is this sentence. an injunction or a declaration ?—(b) Tf it is an Injune- 
tion, does it enjoin an attribute of Man or a property of Action ?—Or (c) 


Ts what is enjoined to find a Place ‘in the Context in which it occurs, or in. 


. some such act, in the Context, in which. Man is the predominant factor, or 
in the act of the Honouring of Guests ? — 


The apparent conclusion on these questions i is that ‘ this distribution of 


the directions should be treated like the foregoing, specially as its connection is 
_ for a defi inite purpose | : (Sūtra). That is to say, the distribution of the direc- 


tions that we find in the sentence in question should be treated like the | 
i sentence speaking of ‘ Nivita’ (dealt with! in the foregoing Adhikarapa) ; 3. 
go that the view that we had as‘ Pirvapakea’ in regard to Ning should 


be the Pūrvapakga here,—the view that was the ‘middle view” (a com.. 
promise) in the former case should be the ‘middle view’ here,—and the view 
that was the Siddhanta in that case should be the Siddhanta here also.~—F'or 
instance, the Pirvapakea (A).in the present case would.be that— The 
"sentence should be regarded as an injunction, as it serves a useful purpose, 
and what is enjoined is an attribute of Man; the idea expressed being 
that men facing the west or the north have the sun behind them and hence 
are able to perform the acts more. comfortably. "The Pirvapaksa (B) 


would be that—“ It is an injunction and what is enjoined should, in con- 


sideration of the Context, be taken as a property of the Jyotigtoma, and i in 
consideration of the Context and Syntactical Connection, it should find a place 
at that act which forms part of the J yotistoma and at which Man is the pre- 


< dominant factor, —such, for instance, as the act. of giving the sacrificial fee.” 


—Pirvapakea (C) would be thai “ Thè sentences being distinct from one 
another, what is enjoined should find place i in the act of Honouring Guests.” 


= —The Siddhanta is that, in. “consideration of the Context, the sentence is 
to be taken as a. ‘commendatory, declaration, as it is manifest that it is oe 
syntactically . connected. {end is to be taken slong) with the fojunctign of 


: af ‘making tl the Prachinavameha cha 


ADHIKARANA (3): The expressions < Parusi ditam and 
the rest are commendatory declarations. 


SŪTRA (l1). 


THE SAME IS THE CASE WITH THE EXPRESSIONS—(a) ‘PARUSI DITA’, 
(b) ‘pORNA’, (C) ‘GuRTs’, AND (d) ‘VIDAGDHA’. 


Bhasya. 


(a) In connection with the Darsha-Pirnamdsa, we read-—‘ Yat parusi- 
ditam tad dévandim, yadantarā tanmanusyadnam, yat samilam tat pitrrndm’ 
-(Taitti. Bri. 1. 6. 8. 6) [‘ That which is cut at the joints is for celestial 
beings, that which is cut in the middle is for men, that cut at the root 
is for Pitra’]; also (d) ‘ Yo vidogdhah sa nairrtah, yo’shrtah sa raudrah, 
yah shriah sa sadévatyah, tasmddavidahata shrapayitavyam sadévatvaya’ 
(Taitti. Sam. 2. 6. 3. 4) [‘ What is burnt is for the Nirris, what is uncooked 
-is for Rudra, what is cooked is for celestial beings, etc.’];—and (b) in connec- 

tion with the Jyotisioma, we read—‘ Yat piirnam tat manusydnim upari — 
arho dévanam, ardhah pitrrnam’ (Taitti. Sarn. 1. 6. 8. 4) [ What is full is 

for men, what is above half for celestial beings, and half for Pitrs oe = 

and again (c) ‘ Ghytam devadnam, mastu pitrrnam, nispakvam manusyandm * . 
a4 (Taitti. Barh. 6. 1. 1. 4) [ ‘Clarified butter is for celestial beings, the curd- ee 
gruel is for the Pitrs, and the melted butter is for men’). 


In regard to the sentences speaking of man, and the one that retora 4 to i 


“Rudra, there arise the following questions :—Are these injunctions—and of — 
: ‘properties of men ? Or are they commendatory declarations, and what are 
` spoken of are properties of actions ?—And further, should these find place in 
that action mentioned in the context at which Man or Rudra is the pre- 
dominant factor ? Or at the action of Honouring Queste? Or is it alla 
purely commendatory declaration ? 

The apparent conclusion is that the case of all these is analogous to what 
has gone before (in the case of Niviia); that is, the view that was Pirvapaksa 
in connection vih Niviia is the Pirrvapakga here also ; that which was the 

‘middle view’ there is the ‘middle view’ here also; and that which was 


the Siddhanta there i is the Siddhanta here also.—For instance, here also, the 
ee Pūrvapakşa view is that—“ the sentences should be taken as injunctions, : 


ecause ‘in this way they serve a useful purpose ; and what are “onpa 


o sh ould be regarded as attributes of Men, because they are connected with men 


and the final conclusion is. that what are spoken of, being already known 
oo by implication, the sentences should be taken as commendatory declarations; 
these are known by implication, - because—(a) as there would be no de- 
5. finiteness regarding the cutting to be done at the top or at the root, it would ; 
be easier to cut at the joints. [hence. the. propriety of the cutting being done — 
-at the joints, which is regarded by the Pūriapakşin as what is enjoined, is 
already got at by. implication] ;—(b) similarly, what is uncooked causes ©: 
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illness, hence it is ‘raudra’, terrible [this implies the propriety of proper 
cooking, which is regarded by the Pirvapaksin as the ohject of Injunction]; 
—(c) similarly, what is full is soft, and hence it is easier to deal with it 
{this implies the propriety of having fulness, which is regarded by the Pūrva- 
paksin as the object of Injunction] 3—(d) similarly, if Butter is put on the 
head, it is very pleasing te men [this implies the propriety of using Butter, 
which is regarded hy the Purvapaksin as the object of injunction].—Similarly, 
the Parvapaksa view is that " the sentences are injunctions, and what are 
enjoined should be taken as properties of action (mentioned in the context 
itself), because of ‘Name’ and also because most of the details spoken of pertain 


to action ” ;—another Pirvapaksa is that, “in consideration of the Context 


and Syntactical Connection, the properties should be taken as pertaining to 
only such actions as the Anvāhārya-cooking and the giving of the sacrificial 
fee (at which Man is the predominant factor)” ;—the third Pairvapaksa is 


that-—‘' the properties must. pertain to the act of Honouring Quests, as other-. 


wiso. there would be syntactical split ’;—and the Siddhdnta view is that the 
sentences should be taken as commendatory declarations, because of the 
“context? and because they are connected with other Injunctions ;—these 
injunctions being—(a) ‘The cutting should be done at the joint’ (Taitti. 


Sam. 6.1.1.5), (b) ‘One should hold it above the hole,’ (c) ‘One should ` 


besmear the body with fresh butter,’ and (d) ‘ One should cook the sub: 


stance without burning it’ (Taitti. Sarm. 2. 6. 3. 4).—From all this it follows _ f 


that the sentences in question are commendatory declarations, not Tnjune- 
_ tions. 


ADHIKARANA (4): The Prohibition of ‘Telling Lies’ 
ts a detail pertaining to the Borner. 
SUTRA (12). 


(Po RVAPAKSA|—“ THR, NEGATIVE ACT APPERTAINS TO THE SAORIFICE, 
AND THE SENTENCE SHOULD BE TAKEN AS A REFERENOE TO A 
PERMANENT INJUNOTION, BECAUSE IT 1S RELATED TO 

SUOR AN INJUNOTION.”” . 


Bhasya. 
Tn conneetion with the Darsha-Piirnamasa, we meet with the text— 
t Nénylam vadët` [One should not tell a lie’) (Taitti, Sarn.. 2. 5. 5. 6) 
In regard to this there arises the question—Does this prohibition (of 


Lying) apply to the context ef what is done in connection. with the Darsha- 
Pirnamisa? Or, is it the prohibition of an act to which ordinary man is 


“mostly prone, and is addressed to man and hence appertains to him ? 
On this point we have the following Pirvapakga—“ It should be regarded ` 


as appertaining to man (in his ordinary life) ; as the prohibition is addressed eae 
to the man, not to the Darsha-Piirnamdsa. —Why s0 ?—Because the words 


of the text denote the effort of man; what the word‘ vadé”.(‘ one should. z: 
tell’) directly expresses is that ‘one should do the telling’ ; and in this | 
-the connection of the man (the speaker) is directly asserted ; the connection 
of the action (sacrifice), on the other hand, would be only indirectly indicated 
by‘ Context’; and‘ Direct Assertion is always more authoritative than 
* Context’.—Otherwise (i.e. if the prohibition were taken as appertaining 
to. the sacrifice), the expression ‘one should do the telling’ would have 
‘to be taken as conveying the sense that ‘there is telling’; so that the ex- 
„pression. would be taken in a sense other than the one that it really ex- 


presses, and the sense of the injunction would thus be something different 


from its own; on the other hand, if the prohibition is taken as addressed — 
to man, the expression would retain its own sense. For this reason the | 
advice conveyed (by the term ‘ vadét’, ‘should tell’) should be taken as 
addressed. to man ; such being the case, the prohibition also must be taken 
as addressed to the same person to whom the injunctive word (affirmative) 
- was addressed.—Now this fact—i.e. the prohibition of ‘telling lies’—has - 
` been. well known to the man ever since his Upanayana (at which his Teacher 
addressed to him the admonition “never tell lies’); hence, being related to 
“that admonition, the prohibition in question. must be taken as. a reference 
-` to that permanent admonition.— In fact the text in question being a Shruti 
~, ghould be regarded as the basis for the Smrti-text (according to which the 
admonition at, the Upanayana i is addressed by the Teacher) [so that it is the | 


‘Shruti-text under discussion that should be regarded. as the injunction, and- 


l 2 it is the omin that should be Baie asa ae to it]. >The Shruti. 


objective). Hence we conclude that 
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text under discussion cannot be the basis for the said Smrti-teat ; if the Smrti 
had been based upon this Shkruti-text, then the Shruti-rule also would have 
mentioned the Darsha-Pirnamdsa sacrifices ; as:a matter of fact also, the ad- 
_ monition (according to the Smrti) is addressed to the pupil at the time of 
the Upanayana only; and they also teach it as a duty of the man. For 


these reasons the Smrti-text in question cannot be regarded as based upon 


‘the Vedic-text in question.” | 
SUTRA (13). 


[SrppHANnTA]—IN REALITY, IT SHOULD BE REGARDED AS AN INJUNCTION, 
BECAUSE THE CONNECTION IS DIFFERENT. 


Bhasya. 


In reality, the sentence ‘One should not tell a lie’ should be ikan as 
an injunction, pertaining to the Darsha-Pūrpņamāsa sacrifices,—and it is 
not a mere reference or reiteration.—Why so ?—~Because the connection is 
different.—That is to say, the Smrti-rule declares the connection of the 
man, with the observance of the rule (that ‘ one should never tell a lie’); while 


what the sentence in question would do would be to declare the connection: 


of the man with the prohibition of a certain thing. - Under the circumstances, 


what is found in the Shruti-text being entirely different from what is found 


in the Smrti-rule, how could one be a reiteration of tho other? Con- 


‘sequently the sentence in question should he taken as the injunction .of the 


prohibition. 


Says the Opponent—* We accept the sonen that the sentenco. is an 
fifuinotion + but what we hold is that what is enjoined pertains to the man. 


(in ordinary po because the effort of the human agent is directly expressed 
by the wor 

Our answer to this is as i follows ta the case of all verbs, what is directly 

_ expressed is the performance of an act, not any active agency.—“ How 

is that deduced ?”’—It is deduced from our own experience; we actually 


cognise an action as to be performed.—“ But people cognise also the nomina- 
tive agent (as expressed by the verb): —True, they cognise it, but not through | 
the word ;—then through what ?—through implication; i.e. when the action . 


is enjoined as to be performed, then the functioning of the active agency 
also becomes cognised by. implication ;and what is cognised by implication 


cannot be accepted as directly . asserted ; and what is not. directly asserted - 


eannot. be regarded as cognised. through the syntactical connection ; under 
the circumstances, how could it set aside the indications of the context ? 


Says the Opponent—“ The teaching of the: teachers is that ‘the. base. 


and the affix jointly express what is expressed by the affix’; and from this 
it follows. that the nominative agent as well as the accusative object. arc 
_ denoted by the word ; because. the teachers have made it clear—by means 
of such sūtras as ‘ Kartari shap’ (Pa. 8. 1. 
7 that: the nominative and the: -objectiv: 

affix‘ shap.’ denoting the nominative, 


_ are both: et by words,” gs 


), ‘Korman yak? (Pa. 8,1.67}— 
are both denoted by affixes (tho 
nd the affix’ ‘ yale? denoting thei. 
minative agent and the objective 
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Answer—Simply on the strength of the word of Teachers, or of the 
authors of Siitras, nothing can be taken. to be expressed by a word; it can 
be taken to be so only on the basis of our own cognition (experience). 

a matter of fact, when an act is recognised as to be done, it implies all 


the active agencies ; this has been already explained above. Further, the 


Teachers have nowhere declared that the nominative agent, or the object- 
ive, is expressed by the affix.—‘ But the conjugational affix has been de- 
clared. to be expressive of the nominative agent and of the objective.”—The. 
affix is nowhere declared to be expressive of the nominative agent or of the 
objective ; all that is declared is that ‘ when there is only one factor, the 
singular number should be used,—when there are two things, the dual 
number; and when there are several things, the plural number should be 
used.’ There is also another declaration, which is construed to man that‘ when 


there is one nominative agent (the singular number is to be used),—when 


there are two nominative agents (the dual number is to. be used), and when 
there are several nominative agents (the plural number is to be used)’ ;— 
it is in this way that the act becomes connected with the singular and other 
numbers. But there is no such construction as that ‘ Kartari bhavati ékas- 
mimscha’ (‘it is used when there is the agent and the one’); in fact it is in 
the form ‘ Kartari thasmin éhavachanam’ ‘when there is one agent, the 
singular number is to be used,—i.e. when the agent is one only’; similarly 


. in the case of there being two or more agents. If we construe the sentences 


in this manner the meaning of the Sūtra becomes explained in accordance — 
with logical principles,—and the words of the Sūtra. become logically 
connected. The teaching of the scriptures is also to the same effect—that: 


when. unity, duality and plurality are expressed. by the affix, then the object- ae 3 


-we and the rest come in as qualifying factors. 


` Objection—** Tt has also been found that when the objective and ‘other 


‘things are expressed by the affix, unity and the rest: come in as qualifying 
factors.” 


- Anawer—~As for the objective and the rest, iey | are got at by implica- l 


l a and they are never regarded as being expressed by words; unity and the 


rest, on the other hand, are never got at by implication, and hence they 


are regarded as being expressed by words. Such being the case, even though 
unity and the rest are qualifying factors, yet in this case it is the qualifying 
factor that is regarded. as being expressed. For example, in the case of the 


statement—' Priests with golden necklaces proceed >;—the wearing of the 
golden necklace is a qualifying factor, yet it is this factor that has been. 
accepted as being enjoined by the sentence. For these reasons, it follows 
that what. is expressed by the word is the unity of the nominative n 
not the nominative agent himself, 
Objection—‘‘ As a matter of fact, where the nominative agent is one, 
the singular number is used, where there are two nominative agents, the 


dual number is used, and where there are several nominative agents, the 
. plural number is used; and from this it is clear that the nominative agent ` 
< {which remains the common factor, while unity, duality and plurality are > 
_ variable) is what is expressed by the word.” : 


< Answer—This. matter cannot be Pering by Inference ; in n fact it ig p 
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a clearly perceptible fact that the cognition of the nominative agent follows 
directly from the cognition of the act to be done ; and this clear fact cannot 
be. set aside. As for unity and the rest, when the singular number. is 
used, it is the unity of the nominative agent that is cognised ;—-when. the 
dual number is used, it is the duality of the nominative agent that is cognised ; 
—and when the plural number is used, it is the plurality of the nominative 
agent that is cognised ; this also is a clearly perceptible fact.—Now, which 
of these two perceptible facts can an Inference set aside ?—In the case of 
words, it is found that though the word denotes the Class (which is one), 
yet when it takes the dual number, the diversity (duality) is understood as 
pertaining to the individual objects (included under the Class), and when 
it takes the singular number, the unity cognised is that of the individual 
substance ;—the same thing happens in the case in question also. 

‘From all this it follows that the active agent is not directly y expressed 
by the word (‘vadét’); and when there is no Direct Assertion, there i is ile 
to reject the indications of the Contest. 

Tt has been argued. that—“ if what is mentioned ee to the sacri- 
fice, then the man’s effort (expressed by the term ‘ vadét’) becomes useless, 
as all that has to be done in connection with the sacrifice is laid down in 
the passage that lays down its entire procedure.” me 
. Our answer to this is as follows :—If what is spoken of in the sentence 
` were subsidiary (to the sacrifice), then it could be taken in by the Context ; 

as a matter of fact however, what is not enjoined cannot be subsidiary to a | 
- sacrifice; hence in order that it may be subsidiary to the sacrifice, it is 
"necessary that it should be enjoined,—even according to this view.—It is — 
for this reason that we think that the prohibition relates to the speaking 
‘that may be done in course of the sacrifice in whose ‘Context’ the sentence | 
occurs ; and hence the advice that ‘ what is a lie should not be told’ is sub- 
sidiary to the sacrifice ; -so that it is what has been determined upon that 
is subsidiary to the sacrifice and should be done ; for instance, having de- 
termined upon an offering of Vrīhi corn, one should not make an offering of 
Yava (barley). 

Says the Opponent :—“ When the teaching that a lie should not be 
told’ is accepted in both the eee and the Siddhania,—what is the 
use of all this discussion?” —_ l 

Answer—The need for enquiry arises from the fact that if, according 
to the Pirvapakea, the teaching pertains to. the Man (in ordinary life),— 
then a transgression of it would entail the Expiatory Rite laid down in the 
Smrtie [as the prohibition of Lying in general occurs in Smytis]; while if, 
a according to. the ‘Siddhdnia, it: pertains to the .Darsha-Pirnamasa ‘sacrifice, 


a transgression of it should. entail me 1 Ecpiatoy Rite propia! in the 
Agel | See ae ) 


ADHIKARANA (5): Details relating to the © Yawning 
Person’ appertain to the Context. 


SŪTRA (14). 


[Porvaraxsa}—* Tan DETAILS IN QUESTION SHOULD APPERTAIN TO 
THE MAN, AS THEY ARE FOR HIS PURPOSE [AND HENCE SHOULD FIND 
‘NO PLACE IN THE CONTEXT IN WHICH THEY ARE MENTIONED], 

AS IN THE CASE OF THE Antna (SO. 3. 3. 1. 5).” 


- Bhasya. 


[This is a case of conflict between Indicative Power and Syntactical Connection.] 
(A) In connection with the Jyotigioma, we read—‘ Argiraso vd, ete.’ 
(Taitti. Sam. 6. 1.1. 2) [‘ The excellent. Angirasas, going to the celestial region, 
introduced Initiation and Austerity into Water ; when one bathes in water, 
he directly acquires Initiation and Austerity; when one bathes in a sacred 
water, he becomes a sacred place for his relatives *}.—(Where bathing in sacred 
waters is spoken of.)—(B) Again in connection with the Darsha-Pirnamasa — 


there is. the text—‘ Tasmadt jafjabhyamdno nubriydi mayi daksakrata iti 


prandpanavévdimandhatté’ (Taitti. Sam. 2. 5. 2. 4.; Vajasa. Sam. 38. 27) 


[The yawning person should recite the mantra Mayi daksakrati, etc., thereby, 
he draws within himself. Prana and Apana’| “1 Where the ee of the ay 


manira is laid down for the ‘yawning person’.] bee 
In regard: to this, there ‘arises the question—What is laid shore hare 
(the reciting of the mantra by the ‘yawning person’, as also the bathing in sacred 
waters), is it. to be done in connection with the action to which the Context 
~ belongs (ie. the Darsha-Pérnamdsa or the Jyotistoma)? Or is it meant only 
for men in ordinary life (apart from any sacrificial performance) ? 
On this question, we have the following Purvapaksa :—“ As in the 
case of the Ahina sacrifices, the details in question should appertain to the Man, 
as i is for his purpose (Si.); and hence the Injunction in question should 
be taken away from the ‘ Context’ in which it occurs-—Why so ?—Because | 
the man (human agent) is directly expressed ; that is, the term ‘ bruydt’ 
(‘should recite’) is clearly meant to express the effort of the agent (towards 
the act of reciting).—‘ But in that case, the indication of the Context would | 
be rejected.’—The answer to this is that, let the indication of the Contest 
be rejected; in fact, Syntactical Connection is what rejects it, because what is 
laid. down is in connection with the ‘ yawning person’. The indication of 
` the Context is that the reciting is laid down as to be done at the performance 
of the Darsha-Pirnamisa; while from Syntactical Connection it. follows that 
it is laid down for the ‘ yawning ‘person’ (in general) ;—and Syniactical Con- 
nection is more authoritative than Context, For these reasons the injunction 
- should be taken away from the Context.—The result, also of the reciting has 
been declared to be that ‘he. draws. within himself Prana and Apina? i 
one means longevity of the memg and. ‘this a tends to prectude the c 
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connection of the act in question with the sacrifice.—From all this it follows 
- that the act laid down appertains to the man, and should therefore be taken 
away from the Coniext; just as it isin the case of Ahina (see St. 3. 3, 15), 
the ‘twelve Upasads’ have been taken away from the Context (of the Jyotig- 
toma, and taken as connected wash Ahina),—in the same manner the reciting 
of the manira ‘Mayi daksakrati’ should be taken away from the Context 
(of the Darsha-Pirnamdsa, and taken as connected with Man), because of 
_ its being mentioned in connection: with the ‘ yawning person.” 


SUTRA (15). 


([SrppHanra}—In Fact, FROM THE PECULIARITY OF THE Convex, 
‘THEY SHOULD BE TAKEN AS PURIFICATORY OF THE MAN OON- ` 
NECTED WITH THE SACRIFICE (TO WHICH THE CONTEXT | 
BELONGS),-——JUST AS (WASHING, ETC. ARE PURI-, 
FICATORY) OF THE SUBSTANCE, _ 


_ Bhasya. 


In reality the act in question should not be taken away from the Context ; 
—why ?—because of the peculiarity of the Context, As a matter of fact. it 
-is only when the ‘ yawning person’ is connected with the sacrifice of the 


Context that he becomes purified by the reciting (of the mantra ‘Mayi 


. daksakrati ete.’) >—just as such substances as Barley and the like are aa 
`. by such acts as washing and the rest. 
Objection—'‘* But the Context cannot restrict the term ‘ yawning person’ 


-to one person. (connected with the sacrifice) ; because Syntactical Connection — 
(which connects the reciting with the ‘ yawning person °, in generat) is more” ae 


authoritative than Context.” 


“Answer—We do not say that the Context entirely precludes the term 


+ yawning person’ from all connection with men not connected with the 
Context; what we mean is that it will be necessary to assume some result 
_ that would follow from the reciting of ne mantra by a man apart from 
the sacrificial performance. 
“ The result has been clearly declared i in the text itself, zthat * ‘the man 
draws within himself Prana and Apana’. 
We say—it is not so ; because we do not find any injunctive term in this 


sentence ; all that we find is the mere statement of something present at the z 


» time,—‘ hke draws within himself Prana and Apdna,’ where we have the 
Present Tense, not the Injunctive form of the Verb ; and as such it can be 
taken. as commending the act of reciting the mantra. . ` From this it follows 

that the result. spoken of does not follow. (from the reciting of the mantra) 

apart from. the Darsha- Pirnamasa. sacrifices. From all this it is ‘concluded 


that the reciting of the manira ‘serves. to. purify the man (gerne) while 


: he: is 3 performing the Darsha-Pirnan 


ewe admit bea act (of reciting) is purifioatory of : a eee 


— RATE: 


EPEE 
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of as a ‘ yawning person’; and it has already been said (by the Siddhantin 
Pirapeli) that the Context does not exclude (from the connotation of the term 
‘yawning person’) one not engaged in the Darsha-Pirnamdsa. Hence 
we conclude that the action of noc should be taken away from the 
Context.” 
Answer—It is true that the man not engaged in the sacrifice is. not 
„excluded ; but there is no purpose to be served by the purification of such a. 
man. 
Onponent— Nor is there any purpose to be served by the purification 
of the man connected with the Context.” 
Answer—[There is this purpose served in that case that] it would be a | 
purified person that would perform the Darsha-Pirnamisa sacrifices. 
Opponernt—* Even when the act is taken elsowhere, away from the Con- 
text, there would be this purpose served that it would be a purified person 
that would perform the other acts.” 
Answer—The purification could not form an accessory to any “other 
act ; as any such other act could not have any connection with the Context 
(in which the act of reciting is mentioned). l 
Opponent—“ Nor can the purification be an accessory to the sacrifice 
mentioned in the Context, as ebsoue Syntactical Connection, it is found that 
it is a quality pertaining to man.’ . 
Answer—The act of reciting is not understood to appertain to the man | 
{in general), as it would be useless in that case. cae 
-From all this it follows that the act of ‘reciting is syntactically son: 
nected only with the two sacrifices of the Darsha- Piirnamdsa which are. . 
~~ mentioned in the Context,—and not with any other action, even, though wa 
such other action be fruitful; as there would be no Context to indicate such 
connection.. ‘For this reason, the act of reciting is not to be taken away from 


a the Contest. 


_ It might be argued that—“‘in the event of the act of racine being 
retained in the Context, the word. ‘ briiydt’ (‘should recite’), which denotes 
an activity of man in general, would have to be taken as used in a sense 
other than its own.”—But, under the circumstances (if the term were taken 
as enjoining the activity of man) the word would be a mere reference to 
what is already known ; as there can be no need for enjoining the connec- 
tion of man (in general, with any mere activity). 


SUTRA (16). 


A DETAIL Gan BE TAKEN AWAY FROM THE CONTEXT ONLY ON . 
ACCOUN T OF A DIREOT DECLARATION. 


—-Bhagya. 


Te has been. argued (by the e Parvapaksin) that—“ just as the “ melee o 
Upasads’ aro taken away from their: Context (of the Jyotigtoma) (and con- | 
nected with the Ahina)—in the same manner, the act, of reciting should be 

taken away from the Context. Our answer to this is that in the case cited, 
the ‘twelve Upasads’* are -distinctly declared, by Syntactical Connection, 
as belonging to the Ahana a sacirfices oe Ahina sacrifices are fruitful ;==- 
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the term ‘ Ahina’ cannot apply to the Jyotistoma (the ‘sacrifice’ of the 


Context), because any such application could be only indirect and figurative; _ 


—and lastly, there is the direct. declaration to the effect that—‘ There are 
only three Upasads in the one-day sacrifice, and there are twelve at. the 
Ahina’. (Taitti. Sam. 6. 2. 5. 1). For all these reasons, it is only right 
that the ‘twelve Upasads’ are taken away from the Context; specially as in 
this case there is no connection with any man, as such connection would be 
useless, and there is no. other fruitful action mentioned in the Context. 
{Hence the case of the act of reciting is not analogous to that of the ‘twelve 

Upasads’ and the Ahina sacrifices. | 


Jepma 


ADHIKARANA (6) : Acts like « ‘Threatening’ appertain 
| to the mam in general. 


SUTRA (17). 


IN THE CASE OF ‘SHAMYU’ (WHAT IS SPOKEN OF IS TO BE TAKEN 
AWAY FROM THE CONTEXT), BECAUSE IT APPLIES TO ALL . 
CONDITIONS (OF THE BRĀHMANA). 
Bhasya. 

In connection with the Darsha-Pirnamdsa, we read-—‘ Déva vai sharh- 
yum ete? (Taitti. Sam. 2. 6. 10. 1). [The deities said to Sharnyu, the son of 
Brhaspati, ‘Please forward our offerings’.......... They said—‘ What. is 
the use to us of offspring ?? Ifa man threatens a Bréhmana, he should be ` 
fined a hundred; if he strike him, he should be fined a thousand; if he 
fetches blood, as many particles of dust may be wetted by the flowing blood, 
for so many years he should be kept away from the region of the Pitrs; 
for this reason one should not threaten a Brahmana, or strike him, or fetch 
his blood.}—[In view of this passage, the term ‘Shamyu’ is taken — 
as standing for the prohibition, contained in the last sentence, of threaten- 


ing, striking, and fetching blood from, a Brahmana. ] a se 
| In regard to this there arises the question—Does the prohibition. ‘of 


threatening appertain to the Darsha-Pürnamäsa ? “Qr is it ER to D 


man in general 2 


‘The Pirvapakga view on this question is as s Totlows: eal On ponat col | 


-the Context, the prohibition of threatening and other acts should be taken 
-as appertaining to the Darsha-Pirnamdsa,—the meaning being that ‘at the 


Darsha-Pirnamasa the Braéhmana should not be threatened, or hurt, or 


< wounded go as to fetch blood ;—other methods should be employed to win 
-o him. over; it is for this reason that they win him over by means of the 


i ; Anvähārya ‘such is the sense of the prohibition, deduced from the Con- 
text.” 


In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta :—In the case of 
‘ Shamyu’ (i.o. the Prohibitions in question), it has to be taken away from | 
the Context ;—why ?—because it applies to all conditions; that is, the Pro- 
hibition contained in the text refers to the Brahmana in all conditions ;— 
and it does not mean that the threatening is not to be done by the Brahmana 
when engaged in the performance of the Darsha-Pirnamdsa. 
- Objection—“ But, from gio Contezi, itis clear that it appertains to the 


oe Darsha-Pirnamasa.” 


‘Answer—Trus ; that is so, Töm the Coron: but from. Syntactioal Con- 


nection it is clear that it apportains to the threatening person in general); 5: 


and Syntactical Connection is more. authoritative than Context. à 
Objection—* But as in the case of the yawning per son, the. prohibition " 
in question could find place: i in | the Context itdelt. n 
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We say—no. As in that case a result will have to be assumed ; while 
in the case of the Siddhdnta, the result is already definitely declared, and 


there is the injunctive affix also present— Shaténa ydiayat—Sahasréna 


yatayat—Svargam lokam prajaniyat’. 


From all this it follows that details like the Prohibition of Threatening and — 


the like have to be taken away from the Contest. 


CE EEE STRSTR 


ApurKarana (7): The prohibition of conversation with a 
woman in her courses appertains to Man in general. 


SUTRA (18). 


INASMUCH AS THE WOMAN IN HER COURSES HAS ALREADY BEEN 
REMOVED PREVIOUSLY [FROM THE SACRIFICE, THE PROHIBITION 
CANNOT APPERTAIN TO THE SACRIFICE; IT MUST 

APPERTAIN TO MAN IN ORDINARY LIFE]. 


Bhasya., 


In connection with the Darsha-Piirnamdsa, we read—‘t One should not 
converse with a woman in her courses, nor should one ‘ eat her food’” (Taitti. 
Sam. 2. 5. 1. 5-6). 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Is this a prohibition of 
conversation with a woman in her courses during the performance of the 
Darsha-Piirnamasa sacrifices? Or is it meant for man at all times ? 

The Purvapaksa view on this question is that in view of the Context, 
the prohibition should be taken as pertaining to the Darsha- PATR: 


-o gacrificos. 


Against the Parvapaksa, we have the following Siddhaénta—The ‘ eon < 
versation with a woman in her courses’ meant here should be taken away. : 


from the Context;—why ?—because such a woman has already beeni 


removed previously. It is declared (in Taitti. Bra. 3. 7. 1. 9) that—‘ If 


the wife of a man happen to be untouchable on the preceding day, he 


should. remove her and then proceed with the performance of the sacrifice °. 


Conversation with the sacrificer’s wife is carried on by the Adhvaryu 
. priest at the Darsha-Pirnamdsa sacrifices, during which conversation he 
says to her ‘O wife, wife! this is thy region’ (Mai. Sara. 1. 4. 3); it is this 


conversation which is likely to be carried on that could be a subject of 


- prohibition ;—but when, in the event of the wife being in her courses, she 


has been already removed on the preceding day, there could be no possibility 


- of any conversation with her being carried on by persons who are performing 
< the sacrifice after having removed her ; how then could there be any likelihood 
of their conversing with her, which should have to be pee ?—For these 
- ‘reasons, ‘the conversation with a woman in her courses’ (which is prohibited 


by the text in 1 question) Boule be taken wey, from the Context. 


 SŪTRA ay). | 
Aso’ BECAUSE THERE Is PROHIBITION OF ‘INTERCOURSE’, 
. :  Bhāsya. 


“There is ‘prohibition alsa: of ‘ eating her. food ’— ‘one should not eat 


. ‘her food ; rubbing her body is the woman’s food” (Taitti, Sam. 2. 5, 1. 6), 
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and this ‘ rabbing” stands for ‘ intercourse’ ; hence the sentence ‘ one should 
not eat her food’ means that.‘ one should not have intercourse with her’ 

and. there is no possibility of this ‘ intercourse’ in connection with the Content 
(i.e. in course of the performance of the ‘Darsha-Pirnamisa sacrifice) ;— 
from this also it is definitely concluded that the Prohibition (of conversation, 
and also of intercourse) should be taken away from the Context and treated 


as appertaining to Man in general. 


PTET 


MASIS 


ADHIKARANA (8): The ‘ wearing of gold’ and such details 
appertain to Man in general. 


SUTRA (20). 


(SrippDHANTA]—THAT WHICH DOES NOT OCCUR IN THE ‘CONTEXT’ OF 
ANY PARTICULAR SACRIFICE SHOULD APPERTAIN TO MAN IN 
GENERAL ; BECAUSE IT DIFFERS ON THAT POINT FROM THOSE 
OTHERS (THAT OCCUR IN PARTICULAR CONTEXTS). 


Bhasya. 


Without reference to any sacrifice, there is the text—' Tasmdt suvar- 
nam, cte- (Taitti. Bri. 2. 2. 4. 6) [‘ For this reason bright gold should be 
worn, thereby one’s enemy becomes un-bright (pale)’]; and again ‘ Suvdsasa. 
bhavitavyam ripaméva bibharti’ (‘One should be well-dressed, thereby he 
acquires beauty’), . 

In connection with such texts there arises the question—Does what is 


laid down here apportain to the Context (of a sacrifice) or to Man in general ? 


The apparent conclusion on this question is that ‘that which does not 


4 occur in the Context of any particular sacrifice should appertain to Man in 
general ; because on that point it differs from those others that occur in parti- 


cular Contexts’ (Si.). That is to say, what is laid down in texts like those 


under consideration. must. apportain to Man in general;—why ?—because = 


* from. those others’ that occur in particular contexts, it is different, on the = 
point. that it does not occur in any particular Context.. In fact, what does 


‘not occur in any particular Context must appertain to all Contexts ; as on 


account of its not occurring in any particular Context, it could not be con- 
nected with any one Context; hence such details‘must appertain to Man in 
gonoral. 


SUTRA (21). 


|PORVAPAKSIN’S OBJECTION (a)]—“ BUT INASMUCH AS NO SUBSTANCE IS 
MENTIONED, THE TEXT SHOULD BE TAKEN AS AUXILIARY 
(ro THE AGNIHOTRA AND. OTHER SACRIFICES),”’ 


Bhasy yal. 


The. particle ‘tu? denies: the view sot forth in the preveding Siitra. 
“What is laid down'in the text in question cannot appertain to Man. 
in. general; it must be auxiliary, (appertaining) to the. Aynihotra and other 


-sacrifices.—Why. so ?—Boeause no “substance 48s mentioned; neither a` sub- 


stance (offering material) nor a deity is mentioned in the toxt, by virtue of 
which it could be assumed that the term ‘ bharyam’ in the text stands for 

‘should he offered in sacrifice? ;—and. when no substance or deity is found, 
the root “bhre (in * bhatryam ° ) must be taken. as denoting ‘ to wear’, and 
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hence standing for some sort of purification; and purification is possible only 
when the thing purified is auxiliary to a sacrifice, not otherwise. Hence 

what is laid down (i.e. the wearing of. gold) should be taken as s auxiliary 
(appertoining) to the eae and other acts.” 


SUTRA (22). 


[Purva takam S` OBJECTION (b)]}—“ SECONDLY, BECAUSE OF ITs 
CONNECTION WITH THE VEDA.” 


Bhasya. 


The text under consideration occurs in that section of the Veda which 
is called ‘ Adhvaryava’ (‘ Pertaining to the Adhvaryu’), which, as denoting 
connection with the Veda, is applicable only to what is auxiliary to a sacri- 
fice ; as it is only what is auxiliary to a sacrifice that ‘ pertains to the Adhvar- 
yu Priest ’,—and not anything pertaining to Man in general; as a matter of 
fact, the Adhvaryu Priest is the performer of only such acts as the Darsha- 
Pirnamdsa and other sacrifices along with their auxiliaries, as also the acts 
-that are auxiliary to those sacrifices.—For this reason also the acts like | 
those under consideration should be taken as pertaining to sacrifices.” 


SOTRA (23). 


[Pūrva pargi" S OBJECTION (¢)]—“ THIRDLY, ALSO BECAUSE THERE IS ‘4 
CONNECTION OF A SUBSTANCE.”’ 


Bhasya. 


“ Further, the statement ‘suvarnam bharyam’ (‘ gold should be worn’) 
is one in which the substance is the principal factor, as is‘clear from the 
sense of the objective (implied in the phrase ‘ suvarnam bhdryam’). The 
wearing of this substance ‘gold’ being purificatory in character, such puri- 
fication would serve a useful purpose only if the wearing laid down were 


auxiliary to a sacrifice ; it would serve no such purpose if it  appertained to 
Man in general, = 


SUTRA (04). 


LANAWUR TO PURVAPAKSIN’ 8 opsnorions}—In REALITY “THERE 
MUST BE SOME CONNECTION BETWEEN THE ACTS UNDER CON: 
SIDERATION AND A RESULT ; JUST LIKE THE CONNECTION | 

(OF OTHER ‘THINGS WITH PARTICULAR RESULTS) ; | 
‘TT MUST ‘THEREFORE BE REGARDED AS AN ACTION 
_(ACCOMPLISHING THE PURPOSE. or Man IN. | 
RN EBAL) 5: suo 18 TEE OPINION OF 


eality, acts like tibie we are | Eo 
3. thi kaad appertain to Man in ie H the: act (of a 


ing must bave. some eannantion oats 
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wearing) appertained to (were: pariflentory of) the gold, or to the clothes, it 
would be entirely useless. 


Opponent-—“ But with the purga * A and the purified € elothes’» 


the sacrifice would be accomplished (so that it would not be useless).” 


‘Answer—It is not so. What is auxiliary to the gold could not help 
the sacrifice; and the act in question cannot be taken as auxiliary to the 
sacrifice, because neither ‘ Direct Assertion’ nor any other means of know- 
ledge points to any such auxiliary. Thus we conclude that acts like those 
under consideration are connected with results—such as the one spoken 
of in the sentence ‘ His enemy becomes pale’. 

Opponent—‘ But this (‘ his enemy becomes pale’) only mentions a present 


fact (not a future result).” 


o Answer—True, that is so. But in order to save the passage from use- 
lessness it hecomes necessary to seek out its connection with some injunc- 


tion of results; and rather than hunt out any other connection, it is much 
‘simpler to make some modification in the words occurring in the same sen- 


tence.—Why so ?—Because its syntactical connection with that modification 
would be directly perceptible, while that with any other sentence would 
be indirect and not perceptible. And the only modification that would be 


needed would be--(1) not to attach any significance to the Present Tense 


(in the word ‘ bhavati’ in the sentence ‘ His enemy becomes pale’), and (2) 


to determine the exact import of the connection (between the act of wearing ` 7 


gold and the result expressed in the sentence ‘ His enemy becomes. pale Ve 
Yor these reasons sentences like the one in question should be taken as 


laying down the Primary sacrifice (to which the wearing of gold would be. 
an auxiliary, leading to a particular. result: just as the Prajapati- Vratas F 
(‘one should not look at the rising sun” and so forth) are. connected. with p 

the result spoken of in the sentence ‘ By this one becomes absolved feom sin”, 7 
so it should be understood to be the case with the act under consideration. 


From all this it follows that the act of wearing gold opportoins to Man 
im general. 


= ; : spoles of no ppesifeation ”. 


_ ADHIKARANA (9): The‘ Jaya’ and other Homas are 
subsidiaries to actions laid down in the Veda. 


SUTRA (25). 


[PŪRVAPAKŞA]—“ WHAT IS NOT MENTIONED IN THE CONTEXT OF 
ANY PARTICULAR ACTION MUST BE SUBSIDIARY TO ALL 
‘ACTIONS, AS THERE CAN BE NO SPECIFICATION.” 


Bhasya. 


[We now proceed to consider the special relationship of such factors as are 
clearly indicated by Syntactical Connection to be subsidiary to actions in general— 
Lantravartika—Trans., p. 1387.] 


The cases to be considered in this connection are the ‘ Jaya’ and other- 
-- oblations which are known to be connected with sacrifices in a general way, . 


such as we find in the following texts—‘If one desires to succeed in a 


transaction, he—(a) should offer at it the Jaya and other oblations,—(b) . 


. should offer the ‘ Rastrabhrt oblations,—(c) should offer the ‘ Abhydtana 
oblations’. (see Taitti. Sara. 3. 4. 6. 2). [Here every one of these. three 
oblations is laid down as to be offered at any sacrifice where one desires pros- 
perity. (a) The ‘Jaya’ is the name given to the oblations offered with 
- the mantra ‘ Chittaticha svaha, ete? (Hiranyakesi-Grhyasiitra, 1. 3. 9); (b) 
_.‘ Rastrabhyt’ is the name given to the oblations offered with the mantra 
© Rtdsdd, etc.’ (Vajasa. Sarna. 18. 38) ;—and (c) ‘ Abhydiana’ is the name given 
- to the oblations offered with the manira ‘ Agnirbhiitandm, etc.’ (Taitti. Sarn. 
3. 4. 5. 1).] 

In regard to these oblations there arises this question:—Are they 

auxiliary to (to be performed in connection with) actions of all kinds,— 


such as land-cultivation and the like ? Or only to those actions that'are. 


- laid down in the Veda,—such as the Agnihotra and the rest ?- ‘That the obla- 
< tions in question are auxiliary to other acts (and not independent actions 
by: themselves) is clear from the fact that. they are clearly recognised 

(through the opening words of- the text quoted) as being connected with 


ba -gertain, transactions, and also from the fact that no separate. results are 
: mentioned as following from them. (the only result mentioned being. the. 


“success: ‘of the transaction in connection with which they are. performed). 
The Parvapaksa, view on this questio 
tion should bə taken as auxiliary to actior 


„S 


that ‘‘ the oblations in ques- a i 
of all kinds, because the təxt 
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SUTRA (26). 


[SrpDHANTA]—IN FACT, BEING OF THE NATURE OF ‘Homa’ (OBLATION 
INTO FIRE), THEY SHOULD BE RESTRICTED (TO THE 
VEDIC SACRIFICES) ; BECAUSE OF THEIR CONNECTION 
WITH THE ‘AHAVANIYA’ (SACRIFICIAL FIRE). 


Bhasya. 


It is not right that the oblations in question should be taken as auxiliary — 
to all kinds of actions, including even land-cultivation and the like. In 
fact, these are of the nature of ‘Homa’ (Oblation into Fire), and as such should. 
be restricted ; because in Homas, the connection of the Sacrificial Fire is essen- 
tial; as is made clear in such texts as ‘when one offers oblations into the 
Sacrificial Fire then does his desired object become fulfilled’ (Taitti. Bra. 
1. 1. 10. 5);—from this it follows that the oblations in question can be 
auxiliary to only such acts as are connected with the Sacrificial Fire.— 
Now, as a matter of fact, such acts as land-cultivation and the like are not 
connected with the Sacrificial Fire; in fact they are not connected even with 
the ‘ Gdrhapatya’ (Domestic Fire), out of which the ‘ Ahavaniya’ or Sacrificial 
Fire could be obtained.—-From all this it follows that the ‘Jaya’ and other 


oblations are not to be offered in connection with such acts as land- uy 5 
tion and the like. 


` SŪTRA (27). 


THEY SHOULD BE REGARDED AS AUXILIARY (20 VEDIC SACRIFICES), 
TARO, BECAUSE OF THE NAME. 


Bhasya. 


kád 


For the following reason also we hold the view that the oblations are 
subsidiary to Vedic actions.—Why ?—Because of the names ; that is, the 
t Jaya” and the other oblations in question have been laid down in that 

- gection of the Veda which has been named ‘ Adhvaryava’ (‘ pertaining to the 
Adhvaryu Priest’), and hence they should be offered by the Adhvaryu priest. 
. In the case of land-cultivation and such acts, there is no Adhvaryu priest; 
0 that if the oblations in question were offered at these acts, they would 
be offered by one who is not an Adhvaryu; and this would be contrary tothe 
indication of the Name.—From this also it follows that the oblations in ee 
tion are subsidiary to Vedie acts only.. 


ADHIKARANA (10): The prescribed ‘Isti’ is to be per- 
formed in connection with the ‘ acceptance’ of the gift 
of a Horse at a Vedic sacrifice. 


SUTRA (28). 


[PŪRVAPAKŞA]—“ THE SACRIFICE SHOULD BE PERFORMED ON THE 
‘ ACCEPTANCE’? OF THE ORDINARY HORSE-GIFT, AS IT IS THIS 
* ACCEPTANCE ’ THAT WOULD BE SINFUL; AND AS FOR THE 
‘ACCEPTANCE’ OF THE VEDIC HORSE-GIFT, No SINFUL- 
NESS COULD ATTACH TO THAT, AS IT IS SANCTIONED | 
BY THE SCRIPTURES.” 


Bhasya. 


{Here ‘acceptance’ stands for “giving ’.—See next Adhikarana.] . 
There is a sacrifice called the ‘ Ashvapratigrahésti’ (Sacrifice performed 


in connection with the acceptance of. a Horse-gift), enjoined in the text— 
*Varuno va etam grhndti yo’shvam pratigrhnati ; yivato’shvain pratigrhniydt 


javato varundn chatuskapalan nirvapét’ (Taitti. Sarn. 2. 3. 12. 1) [f Varuna 


seizes him who accepts the gift of a horse; as many horses one may receive 
in gift, so many offerings on four pans should be made to Varuna’], 
In regard to this there arises the question—Is this expiatory sacrifice 
to be performed at the ‘acceptance’ of the Horse-gift in ordinary life, or 
at the acceptance of the Horse-gift sanctioned by the Veda? 
Question-—* When is it the ‘ acceptance of the horse-gift’ in ordinary life ? 
and when is it the ‘ acceptance of the horse-gift’ sanctioned by the Veda?” 
Answer—-When in ordinary life, one receives the gift of a horse, either 


on asking for it, or even without asking,—it is a case of ‘acceptance of the = 
horse-gift in ordinary life’ ;—and it is a- case of ‘ acceptance of the horse- 


gift sanctioned by the Veda’, when one receives ‘a thousand horses’ as 
the sacrificial fee prescribed for the Paundarika sacrifice, or when one re- 
ceives a horse at the Jyotistoma where ‘ the horse, cow, ete,’ have been 
prescribed as the sacrificial fee. 

~The ordinary notion being that as the expiatory rarkia. ‘itself is: a 
Vedio. sacrifice, it must be performed in connection with the gift sanctioned 
by. the Veda,—we have, against it, the folbowring Parvapakga view :—‘‘ The 


sacrifice should be performed at the ‘ acceptance’ of the ordinary: Horse-gift, 

as it is this ‘acceptance’ that. would be sinful ; the sinfulness of the accept- 

-anco is clearly asserted in the sentence * Varuna (Dropsy) seizes him who | 

-` vaceepts the. gift of a horse” ;—this | descriptive text must refer to a case 
‘where there is sin ae ‘the t pecnpeance) $ and this ainfiinot 3 is ee only : 


} 
i 
i 
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expiatory sacrifice should be performed only at such an ‘acceptance’ in 
ordinary life.—Objection—‘ The descriptive text just quoted is meant, 
not to qualify the occasion for the expiatory sacrifice, but only to com- 
mend the expiatory sacrifice.’ —Answer—It could be so only if the sacrifice 


served the purpose of removing the sin; the sacrifice however is meant to 


save one from Varuna (i.e. Dropsy); and this is possible only in ordinary 
life ; as it is only in ordinary life that Dropsy actual seizes a man. In the 
ease of the acceptance of the Horse-gift sanctioned by the Veda, on the other 
hand, such would not be the case ; because that this gift should be accepted 
(at the sacrifice) is sanctioned by the seriptures—i.e. by direct injunctive 
texts. If there wore sin in such an ‘acceptance’, then it could never be 
enjoined as something that should be done ; because what tends to bring about 
sin. is something that should never be done.—Objection—' Even in the case 
of the acceptance of the horse-gift sanctioned: by the Veda, there is sin 
if it is accepted from a person from whom gifts should never be accepted.’ 
Answer—Thai might be so if the expiatory sacrifice were to be performed | 
by tho person accepting the gift; as a matter of fact, however, it is to be 
performed by the person who makes the other person accept the gift (i.e. the 
giver of tho gift),—as we shall explain under the next Adhikarana,—For all 
these reasons, it should be taken as. established in the present Adhikarana 
that the expiatory sacrifice in question should not be performed at. that 
‘acceptance of the Horse-gift’ which is sanctioned by the Veda.” 


SUTRA (29). 


[SippHANTa]—TuHE TEXT (SPEAKING OF VARUNA SEIZING THE 
MAN) SHOULD BE TAKEN AS ONLY COMMENDATORY; AS NO. 
- SUCH SEIZURE IS ACTUALLY FOUND TO TAKE PLACE ; HENCE. 
THE EXPIATORY SACRIFICE SHOULD BH TAKEN AS TO BE 
PERFORMED IN CONNECTION WITH THE GIFT AT A 
SACRIFICIAL PERFORMANCE. l 


Bhasya. 


.. It is not the correct view to take that “ the sacrifice in question should 
be performed by. one who, in ordinary life, accepts the gift of a horse from 
a Shadra or feom some other sinful person”. The person accepting the gift. 
dias been spoken of as ‘seized by Varuna’, ie. one who is attacked by 

= Dropsy, one whose abdomen, becomes distended ‘on account of the accumula- 
tion of fluid within; this is a disease known in common parlance. as 
‘ Jalodava’ (‘Water in the Abdomen’, Dropsy):—and certainly the text. 
could not bo meant to assert that the ‘acceptance of the gift of a horse’ 
in ordinary. life is the cause of the said disease ; nor can this (cause of the 


disease) be taken as enjoined. by the text itself. Thus we conclude that. rae 
-> there is no. ‘ seizure’ ‘by Dropsy, following from l w P of the 


ordinary Horse-gift. 


; Opponeni—‘* The term ‘varuna ? standa (not for the disease of dropsy, = 
but) for sin,—in the etymological sense | of the term— varuna poles: de- oe 


: rived, from the root ‘ op? y to hinder’ or 4 hide’. fee 
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Answer—This argument would involve the unnecessary trouble of aban- 
doning the well-known signification of the term; because, even, in the said 
etymological sense, ‘ Varuna’ would be that which hinders,—and such a 

Varuna’ cóuld seize a man also at the acceptance of the gift at a sacri- 
fico. Even if the ‘hindrance’ (‘varuna’) be taken as consisting in the 
trouble involved in the keeping, feeding and general care (of the horse 
received in gift), there would be nothing to justify the view that this applies 
only to the case of the ordinary horse-gift fas the horse received at a Vedie 
sacrifice has to be kept and fed and cared for exactly in the same manner 
as that received in ordinary life] ;—and yet the recourse to the etymological 
explanation would set aside the well-known signification of the term (to 

no purpose). 
For these reasons the text in question must be taken as purely commenda- 
tory ; the commendation consisting in the likening of the expiatory sacrifice to 
freedom from dropsy, the sense being that ‘the result brought about by the 
sacrifice is as desirable for the performer as freedom from dropsy is for the man 
seized by dropsy’; the ‘acceptance’ of the gift being likened to the ‘attack 
of dropsy’ and the ‘sacrifice’ to the ‘freedom from dropsy’; the sense 
thus comes to be that ‘ just as for the man attacked by dropsy it is necessary 
to take measures for its cure, so is it necessary for the man accepting the at 


to perform the sacrifice ’. 


- Thus for all these reasons, the expiatory sacrifice should. be taken as to > 
be performed in connection with the gift at a sacrificial performance. Because | 


if it were applicable in the case of the ordinary gift, it would be necessary 
to assume a result for it; in the case of the gift at a sacrifice on the other 
` hand, the expiatory sacrifice would be an auxiliary to that sacrifice at which 
the gift of the horse has been accepted ; this will mean that the expiatory 
sacrifice has to be taken as syntactically connected with the text laying 
down the entire procedure of that other sacrifice (at which the gift is received), 
on the ground of the two being directly connected (as shown above); and 
this would certainly be much simpler than the assumption of a syntactical 
connection, which is not direct, with a declaration of the result (assumed to 


follow from the expiatory sacrifice performed in connection with the ordinary - 


gift).—Thus it is only right that the expiatory sacrifice should be performed 
in connection with the gift of a horse sanctioned by the Veda. 
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Apurcarana (11): The‘ Varunt Isti’, prescribed in 
connection with the gift of a Horse is to be performed 
by the giver of the horse. 


SUTRA (30). 


[PUrvapaksa|—‘ THE SACRIFICE IS NOT PRESCRIBED {FOR THR 
GIVER], AS THE ACTION [OF ‘GIVING °] IS ENTIRELY DIFFERENT 
[FROM THE ACTION OF ‘ ACCEPTING’ IN CONNECTION 
WITH WHICH THE SACRIFICE IS PRESCRIBED].” 


Bhasya. 


In connection. with the text ‘ Yavato’shudn pratigrhniydi tavaio vaérundin 
chatugkapadlan nirvapét’ (Taitti. Sam. 2. 3. 12. 1) [f As many horses one re- 
ceives in gift, so many offerings on four pans he should make to Varuna ’],— 
we have learnt (in the preceding Adhikarana) that the sacrifice herein pres- 

cribed is to be done in connection with the gift of a horse at-a, Vedic sacrifice. 
Now, there arises the question—Is this sacrifice to be performed by the l 
acceptor, i.e. the person to whom the horse is given, or by the person who E 
makes the other accept the gift, i.e. the person. by whom the horse is given ? 
: On this question, we have the following Pūrvapaksa :—*“ The sacrifice 
-da not prescribed for the giver, as the action. of ‘giving’ is different from the 
action of “accepting ; that is, as a matter of fact, the sacrifice in. question. ; 


has not been preseribed for the person making the gift, and we clearly under- 


stand it as laid down for the person who does the acceptance of the gift, by 
the text—‘ as many horses one receives in giftso many offerings on four pans 
. he should make to Varuna’. Hence the conclusion is that the sacrifice 
should be. performed by the Priest who accepts the gift of the horse.” 


SUTRA (31). 


[SIDDHÄNTA]—ĪT SHOULD BE PERFORMED BY THE PERSON EMPLOYING 
: THE PRIESTS, AS IS CLEARLY SHOWN BY INDICATIVES. 


Bhäsya. 


-The T is to be performed, not by the peron accepting the gift, 
but by the person who makes the person accept it ;—"“ why ? because | 
this te clearly shown by indications.— “What is the indicative that shows it.?”” 
—The ‘ indicative’ consists in. ‘the. connection between the words. that 
follow and the words that have gone. before ; that is to say, there is the 
text (Taitti. Sarh. 2. 3. 12. 1), (a) ¢ Prajapatir VATUNYQ - ashvamonayat’ Ee Praja- 
pati presented a horse to Varuna ’], where Prajapati is spoken of as the 
giver and Varuna as the receiver of the Horse ;—-(b) then follows the sentence 
Sa svdin devatam arehhat* y a £ He Jost ‘the divinity. within: oma | | 
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which needs to be construed with the foregoiny sentence, so that the pronoun 

‘sa’ (‘he’) stands for Prajāpati (of the preceding sentence), and the two 
sentences become syntactically connected. The pronoun ‘he’ is taken as 
standing for Prajapati, as it is in the same case as the word ` prajapatih’ (in 
the preceding sentence)—and it is not taken as standing for Varuna, as it is 
not in the same case as ‘ varundya’ (in the preceding sentence) ;—(c) next 
follows the sentence ‘ Sa paryadiryata’ [t He became torn (afflicted, with 
disease)’]; here also the pronoun ‘he’ stands for Prajāpati mentioned 
before,—and the sentence. becomes syntactically connected with the first 
sentence ;—(d) next comes the sentence—' Sa évaitam varunam chatuskapdlam 


apashyat’ [‘ He perceived the cake.baked on four pans dedicated to Varuna’],” 


where again ‘he’ stands for the same Prajapati ;—then it goes on, ‘ Sa nirava- 
pat’ [* He offered it ’],—again ‘he’ is Prajaépati ;—then, ‘Tato vai sa varuna- 
pashat.amuchyata’ [‘ thence he became freed from the clutches of Varuna’ |,— 
here also ‘he’ is Prajapati. The sentence ‘ Varuna seizes him’ is the 
statement of the reason; the sense being—‘' Because Prajadpati, on giving 
a horse to Varuna, became afflicted with disease, therefore the person 
who receives (i.e. gives) a horse. is seized by Varuna, and becomes afflicted 
with disease’ ;—-and ‘because Prajapati became free by offering the 
Varuna sacrifice, therefore the man who gives a horse should offer the 
Varuna sacrifice. —In this manner the performance of the Varuna sacrifice 
by the giver of a horse becomes commended by the verb ‘should be per- 
- formed’.—From this it follows that when à man gives a horse, he should 
offer the Varuna sacrifice.  - 


_ Objection“ What is actually asserted in the text is that the person who | 


a oconite the gift of a horse should offer the sacrifice.” 
 Answer—If such were the meaning, then the opening of the passage 
- would be asserting one thing and its concluding portion something quite to the 
contrary ; so that the opening as well as the conclusion would both be 
meaningless. Hence we have either to assume a different meaning for the 
opening sentence, in accordance with what is said in the concluding sentence, 
or assume a different meaning for the concluding sentence, in accordance with 
what is said in the opening sentence; that is, either the opening sentence 
‘Prajapati presented a horse to Varuna’ will, in accordance with what is said 
in the concluding sentence, have to be taken to mean that ‘he received the 
horse from Varuna’,—or, in accordance with what is said in the opening 
sentence, the congiuning sentence, ‘He who receives a horse’ will: have 
to be taken to mean ‘one who gives a horse’.—Under the circumstances, 


it is what comes first that is to be respected (kept intact), as there is nothing l 


l to contradict it (at the time of. its appearance ),—whereas what comes later 
has to be taken in an indirect sense by reason of a contrary idea, having already 


appeared i on the scene ;—this according to the maxim, *That which comes: 


first is to be accepted, as its injunction cs comes first, as in otdinary proce: 
 (Mirnānsā-Sütra 122 23) 


 Further;. if the statement that ‘ Prajāpati EEN a horse to Varuna * l 3 
“were: taken to mean that ‘he. received it from Varuna’, many incongruities 
ow 4 be involved in such an interpretation.. On the other band, the word age 
-the ides of pining ; because the oe 


is. capable of somehow expressin 
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man who does an act,—as also the man who, even indirectly, helps in the 
accomplishment of the act,—hoth can be regarded as the ‘doer’ of that act; 
for instance, when a man arranges for the ploughing ofa field, he is spoken of 


-as ‘ploughing the field with six ploughs >, even though he may not do the 


actual ploughing at all; and this because it is he who enables the act to he 
done: and hence ‘does’ it ;—in the same manner, in the case in question, 
the man who. enables the acceptance to be done is he who gives it ;—-and 
hence the man giving the horse can be spoken of as ‘ accepting’ it. Thus, 
it is after full consideration that it has been decided that it is the person 
giving the horse who is spoken of as ‘ accepting’ it (in the text under con- 
sideration); and it is for him that the performance of the Vdéruna sacrifice 
has been prescribed, 

[Kumérila offers other interpretations of this and the preceding Adhikarana ; 
for which see Tantravuirtika—Trans., pp. 1407-1410.] 


ADHIKARAŞNA (12): Cooked ‘Charu’ as to be offered to 
Soma-Indra on the occasion of vomiting the Soma 
drunk at a Vedic sacrifice. 


‘SUTRA (32). 


[PUrvapaKsa]—“ THE CASE OF THE VOMITING OF THE SOMA DRUNK 
IS SIMILAR [TO THAT OF THE Horse- GIFT].” 


Bhasya. 


There is the text—-‘ Somaindram charum nirvapét shydmadkam soma- 
vaminah’ [‘ Cooked shyämäka rice should be offered to Soma-Indra, on be- 
half of one who vomits Soma] (cf. Taitti. Sarh. 2. 3. 2. 7). l 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Is this cooked rice to be 
offered to Soma-Indra, on the occasion. of vomiting the ordinary Soma- 
drink or on that of vomiting the Vedic Soma-drink ? 

l Question—‘‘ What is: ordinary Soma-drink ? -and what is Vedic Soma- 
drink?” 

Answer—The Vedic Soma- wane: is the Soma drunk at the Jyotigtome 
_ and allied sacrifices; and it is ordinary Soma-drink when Soma is drunk . 

for seven or ten days d for the purpose of securing the equilibrium of the bodily — 
humours. 
On. the. question. stated, we have the following Pirvapaksa :—" The 


| ease of the vomiting of the Soma drunk is similar to that of the Horse-gift. 


That is to say, the sacrifice in question is to be offered in the case of the 
ordinary vomiting, not in that of the Vedic vomiting. The words ‘ is similar’ 
refer to the Parvapaksa view (of Adhikarana 10); the sense being that—just 
as in the case of the Horse-gift, the expiatory sacrifice was declared (in the 


Pirvapaksa) as to be performed at the acceptance of the Horse-gift in or- | 


dinary life, on the ground of its performance having been laid down in con- 
nection with an evil effect (the attack of dropsy);—in the same manner, 


in the case in question also, we find the sacrifice mentioned in. connection — 


with an evil effect in the text ‘one who drinks Soma (and vomits it) be~. 
comes weak in his sense-organs and i in vigour’ ;—now it is only in ordinary 
life that the Soma being regularly drunk for. the purpose of securing the 
equilibrium: of the bodily humours, if the drink is lost. by vomiting, the 
equilibrium of the humours becomes lost; so that it is only in this case that 


. the ‘weakening of the sense-organs’ becomes possible (as the result of- 
| the vomiting): ` In the case of Soma drunk. during a- Vedic sacrifice, as the 
ae drinking i is done simply in obedience to. the scriptural injunction . (and. not. 3 
o for any peal purpose), t there could t be no. evil effect (ramuiag f from ‘the oa 
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drunk, yet the enjoined act of Soma-drinking will have been duly accom- 
plished, and the scriptural injunction will have been duly acted upon; and 
hence there could be no evil effects. For these reasons, we conclude that 
the offering to Soma-Indra should be made when the Soma drunk in ordinary 
life is vomited.” 


— SUTRA (33). 


[SIDDHANTA]—THE OFFERING SHOULD BE MADE AT THE (VOMITING 
OF THE SOMA DRUNK AT THE) VEDIC SACRIFICE: AS IT IS ONLY 
AT THIS THAT IT CREATES AN EVIL EFFECT; AS REGARDS 
THE (VOMITING OF THE SOMA DRUNK IN) ORDINARY 
LIFE, AS IT IS DONE FOR A VISIBLE PURPOSE, THERE 
© COULD BE NO EVIL EFFECTS. 


Bhasya. 


The offering in question can. be made only at the vomiting of the 
Soma drunk at a Vedic sacrifice, not at that of what is drunk in, ordinary 
life.—Why ?—Because it is only at this that it creates an evil effect ; in con- 

nection with the vomiting at a Vedie sacrifice, we find its evil effect des- 
-eribed in the text—‘ He becomes weak 'in the sense-organs and in vigour.’ 
In the case of the ordinary Soma-drinking on the other hand, as it is done 
for the purpose of securing the equilibrium of the bodily humours, there. 


would be no evil effects resulting from the vomiting: in fact, it is for the 


‘very purpose of vomiting it that they drink Soma in ordinary life. 

` Even if we take the text just quoted (* He becomes weak, ete.’) to be 
purely’ commendatory, the only reasonable hypothesis would be that the: 
offering is to be done on vomiting the Soma drunk at a Vedic sacrifice; - 
as it is only by this means that we could avoid the necessity of assuming 
a distinct result (for the offering to Soma-Indra). [Under the Siddhania, 
-this assumption is not necessary because the offering forms part of the 


Vedic sacrifice and thus helps in the bringing about of the result of that 
sacrifice itself. ] 


ne performed. ] 


ADHIKARANA (13): The offering of Cooked Rice to Soma- 
-~ Indra is to be made only when the ‘ Vomiting’ of the 
Soma-drink is done by the Sacrificer. 


SUTRA (34). 


‘[Ptrvaraksa]|— THE OFFERING SHOULD BE MADE IN ALL CASES 
(OF VOMITING), AS THERE IS NO DISTINCTION.” 


Bhasya. 


- {In connection with the offering of Cooked Rice to Soma-Indra, at the 
vomiting of Soma drunk at a Vedic sacrifice, there arises the question as 
to whether the offering is to be made when the vomiting is done by the 
sacrificer ? or when it is done by the priests ? Or when it is done by both ?] 
On this question we have the following Purvapaksa :—‘‘ The sacrifice con- 
sisting of the offering of cooked rice to Soma-Indra should be performed at 
all cases of vomiting—by the Priests and by the sacrificer.—Why ?—Because 
we find no distinction made—such as that ‘it should be. offered at the- 
vomiting done by such and such a person, and not at that done by such 
and such another person’;—for this reason it should be performed in all 
“cases of vomiting Soma.” 


SUTRA (35). 


 (SrppHinta]—IN REALITY THE OFFERING SHOULD BE MADE WHEN | 
THE VOMITING IS DONE BY THE SACRIFIOER; AS IT IS FOR HIS 
SAKE (THAT THE WHOLE SACRIFICE IS PERFORMED), 


Bhasya. 


The offering should be made at the vomiting done by the sacrificer ;-—- 
why ?—because it is for the sake of the sacrificer that the sacrifice is performed ; 
that is to say, the sacrifice at. which the Soma is vomited is performed 
. ‘for. his sake’,—i.e. for the sake of the sacrificer; consequently the offering 
to Soma-Indra should also be made for his sake. As a matter of fact, 
what is declared in the text under consideration (regarding the offering ‘to 
be made to Soma-Indra) is for the benefit of the Soma-vomiter, and that 
alone benefits the Soma-vomiter which is capable of benefiting the sacrificer, ` 
—not what is-done for the Priest ; as the sacrifice at which Soma is vomited 
is not done for the sake of the Priests. [If the expiatory offering were made 
‘on the vomiting. by the Priest, then that sacrifice could not be performed 
in the Fire kindled. for the. sacrificor, in n which the. main sacrifice is pan 


: The following meke be ugd hove 
_ the. Hoir Priest would vomit the Soma, their own priests could make the see 
expiatory. offering in their fires (not | in the’ fire set up for the sacrifice that 


ae 


3 is 1 performed. for the sake of the sacrificer).” oe 
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In that case, there would be two possibilities :--(1) the expiatory offer- 
ing would (be made on behalf of the vomiting priests, and hence through | 
other priests and in other fires, and as such) not form part of the main 
sacrifice at which the Soma has been vomited ; or (2) the expiatory offering 
would not be made on behalf of the vomiting priests, Adhvaryu and Hotr.— 
Of these two alternatives, if (according to the first alternative) the Adhvaryu 

and other priests were to have the expiatory offering made by distinct 
` priests of their own, then on account of the former occupying, as they do, 
a very subordinate position at the whole performance, could not obtain the- 
fruits of the action ; and what would be done on behalf of the priests could 
not benefit the sacrificer at all. For these reasons, we conclude that the 
expiatory offering should not be offered at the vomiting by the priests. 


SUTRA (36). 
ALSO BECAUSE WE FIND INDICATIVES (TO THE SAME EFFECT). 
Bhasya. 


There is a text indicative of the fact that the offering is to be made — 
on behalf of the vomiting Sacrificer.—‘ How ? ”—The text is— Somapi- 
thëna va ésa vyrdhyaté yah somam vamati’ [‘ Tf one vomits Soma, he is 
ruined ’| ;—this means that when the Soma loses its sanctity (by the vomit- 
ing) the sacrificial performance of the Sacrificer becomes defective and thereby 
he is ruined ;—now this ‘rwin’ could never be that of the Priest. If it 


were meant to apply to the case of vomiting by the Priests, then the form = 
-= of the text speaking of the vomiting would have been (‘ that sacrificer is. 


ruined) whose priests vomit the Soma’, not ‘he who vomits the Soma’. | 
-o From all this also we conclude that the offering (in question) to Soma-Indra 
should be made when the Soma is vomited by the sacrificer. 


ADHIKARANA (14): Out of the < Cake baked on Bight 
Pans’ dedicated to Agni, only ‘two slices’ are 
to be offered. — 


SUTRA (37)... 


s THE ENTIRE SUBSTANCE SHOULD BE OFFERED, 
AS IT Is MEANT FOR THAT PURPOSE.” 


Bhasya. 


There are the Darsha-Pirpnamdsa sacrifices ; in connection with these, 
we read—' Yaddgnéyo* stikapalo’mavasyayam paurnamasyaiichachyuto bha- 
vati’ (‘The Cake baked upon eight pans dedicated to Agni is never absent 

at the Amédvdsyd and ‘the Paurnamdsi sacrifices ’] (Taitti. Sarb, 2. 6. 3. 3). 

_ In regard to this, there arises the question—Is the entire substance 
(cake) to be offered to Agni? or only a little is to be offered and a little 
is to be retained ? 

On this question we have the following Piérvapaksa :—‘ The entire 
substance should be: offered ;—why ?—because it ig meant for that purpose ; 


[PŪRVAPAKŞA]— 


the injunction on the point is that ‘The Cake should be made dgnéya (de=. ` 


dicated to Agni)’; hence the whole of it should be offered.” 
SUTRA (38). 


SippHANTA]—INASMUOH AS WHAT IS LAID DOWN AS TO BE OFFERED 
Is A ‘SLICE,’ THERE MUST BE A REMNANT. 


Bhasya. 


‘ Niravadana’ stands for ‘ niskrsya avaddna ’ ie. ‘ offering after being 


sliced out’ ; 
‘Out of the substance, one should make two slices for offering’ ; 


another text also, to the effect that ‘ one should offer into the Fire an offering 
consisting of two slices.’—From all this it is clear that only * two aien. 


have to be offered and the rest is to. be retained. 


SUTRA G9 


_ [OBsgorroN]— t Wat ET ‘LAID “DOWN In THESE TEXTS 48 “ONLY 


3 TRE METHOD (oF MAKING THE OFFERING) ; IN REALITY THe WHOLE 
(OF THE, SUBSTANOR IS MEANT TO BE OFFERED.” sa 


and it is this ‘sliced offering’ that is laid down in the text, | 
there is 


IR SS ESSE SI le sca eR nes 
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“as mentioned for.the purposes of the latter ’.—Nor does the substance accord 


whole of it should be offered (to Agni)” .—But in this view, the connection of- 
_ the ‘ double-sliced substance’, on the other hand, is based upon the directly | 


-* dedicated to Agni’ ) would be applicable also when the whole of the sub- | 


aiaia se nA ERIE 


‘ the substance to be offered should be sliced twice’ ; and it is not meant that 
what is not ‘sliced twice’ should not be offered. Hence the only right 
course to adopt is that the whole of the Cake should be offered,—none other.’ 


SUTRA (40). 


[ANSWER]|—THE OFFERING SHOULD BE DONE ONCE ONLY, AS THE 
ACTION (OF ‘OFFERING ’) WILL HAVE BEEN ACCOMPLISHED (BY | 
THAT SIMPLE OFFERING); SPECIALLY AS THE SUBSTANCE 
IS ONLY SUBSERVIENT (TO THE ACT OF ‘ OFFERING’). 


Bhasya. 


Answer—When the substance to be offered has been declared to be that 
which is qualified by ‘double slicing’, then by the offering of that ‘douhle- 
sliced * substance, all that is deelared has been accomplished, and in reality 
there is no substance left (of what has been declared to be meant to be 
offered) ; and hence the offering should not be repeated.—Why so ?—Because 
the substance is meant only to subserve the purpose of accomplishing the 
offering ; and it is not that the substance must be brought into contact — 
with the offering. If it were incumbent upon us to bring the substance 
into contact with the offering, then, it might be conceded that, even. 


after the ‘double-sliced’ substance has been offered, there is some of the ie 


stance left which should be brought into contact with the act of offering ; 


E that for this purpose the offering may have to be repeated. As a matter of ; cae 5 
. fact, however, the act of offering is there, not for the purpose that the sub- l 


stance may be brought into contact with it,—but in reality it is the sub- aa 
stance that. is subservient to the offering ; i.e. the substance is taken away omer 


only for the purpose of accomplishing the act of offering. Consequently, 


when the offering has been accomplished (by the offering of the ‘double- 


sliced * cake), and the man’s purpose has been fulfilled, it is not necessary 
-that the primary act (of offering) should be repeated, simply for the sake of ` 


the substance (that may have heen left after the ‘double-sliced’ offering has 


been made). 


Question —‘* Why should the substance be regarded as not predominant, 
and hence not necessitating the repetition of the act of offering?” 
- Answer—Because the result follows from the offering; and also be- 
cause: of the maxim that ‘when an already accomplished entity is spoken | 
of along with an entity still to be accomplished, the former is to be taken 


any perceptible. hel p to the eter: —From all. this it follows that a rem- 
nant is to be kept after the * double-sliced.’ substance has been. offered. 

It has been argued that—‘“ in view of the substance being spoken of 
(in the text) as ‘dgnéya’ (dedicated to Agni),—it must be admitted that the 
the whole substance with the offering would be based upon Inference ; that of 


perceived text. Further, the nominal affix (‘ dhak’, in the term.‘ dgnéya ’ 
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stance is not offered,—in the sense that ‘ the substance to be offered to Agni 


is to be taken out of the Cake’ (which, on that account is called ‘dgnéya’, 


‘ dedicated to Agni’). ‘ Agnéya’ is a generic term, while the term ‘ double- 


sliced’ in the sentence ‘the douwble-sliced substance is to be offered’ is a 


particular term [and there is thus no incongruity in the term ‘ dgnéya’}. 
From all this it follows that some portion of the substance is to be 
retained. i 


SUTRA (41). 


ALSO BECAUSE WE FIND THE ‘REMNANT’ SPOKEN OF (IN THE VEDA), . 


Bhasya. 


We actually find the ‘remnant’ (of the Cake) spoken of in such texts 
‘as——-‘ One should slice the Idā out of the. remnant’, ‘one should make the 
Svistakrt offering out of the remnant’ ; [which is a clear indication of the 
fact that only a portion of the Cake is to be actually offered to Agni, and a 
portion is to be retained as the ‘remnant’ to be used for various pur- 
poses]. 


SS SE A AB SSE ASS TEP LR ES RSC Et PSOE SSIES LE TEE EB ER RII E EC EET EE IO TASTE a 


ADHIKARANA (15): T The f Svistakri’ offering is to be 
made out of the Remnants of all the substances used 
| at the Sacrifice. 


SUTRA (42). 


[PorvaraKss]}—‘ INASMUCH AS THEY ARE NOT THE MOTIVE FOR 
THE ADMITTING OF THE SUBSTANCES, THE REMNANT-OFFERINGS 
SHOULD BE MADE OUT OF A SINGLE SUBSTANCE ; SPECIALLY 

AS THE REMNANT IS ONLY A SECONDARY FACTOR.” 


Bhasya. 


There are the Darsha-Pirnamdsa sacrifices; at these there are some 
doings with the remnants of the offering-substances,—such doings, for in- 
stance, as the offerings of the ‘Ida’, the ‘ Prashitra’ and the ‘ Svistakrt’. 

In regard to these there arises the question—Are these doings to be | 
done with the remnants of each of the substances offered at the sacrifice ; 
or with the remnant of only one of them ? in i 

On this question we have the following Pirvapakga—‘ Inasmuch as 
they are not the motive for the admitting of the subsiances, the Remnant- offerings 
should be made out of a single substance ;—that is to say, what may be done’ 


"with the Remnants does not tend to admit the substances [i.e. substances 


are brought into a sacrificial performance, not because the Remnant-offerings 
have to be made out of them, but because the main sacrificial offerings are 
made out of them, and the offering of the Remnant is only for a secondary 
_ purpose]; if the substances had come in simply for the purpose of the rem- 
- nant-offerings being made out of them, then, without doubt, the Remnant- 
: offerings would have been made out of all the substances used ; as a matter 
of fact, however, the substances are brought in for a different purpose (i.e. 
-for the purpose of the making of the main sacrificial offerings) ; and as such 
they need not necessarily be used for purposes of the remnant- -offerings ; 
in fact, on account of all the substances being near to hand, the remnant- 
offerings may be made out of any one of them; because the remnant is 
only a means of the oferings (and nS a secondary factor). ~ 


SUTRA (48). 


_ [Ponvaraxsa concluded} — ‘ALSO BECAUSE THE EMBELLISH- 
-MENT Is ACCOMPLISHED (BY A SINGLE. OFFERING). o 


- Bhāgya, 


“Ags a matter of fa: the enibellistment of the primary act (whieh is 
the sole purpose of the offering of Remnants) is accomplished by a single 
Remnant- -offering ; in view of a fact, offerings should not be made out , 


Laa 
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SŪTRA (44). 
_ [SmpninTa]—IN REALITY, THEY SHOULD BE MADE OUT OF ALL THE 
SUBSTANCES, BECAUSE THE MOTIV E IS EQUALLY PRESENT IN ALL, 


AND BECAUSE THE EMBELLISHMENT IS FOR THE SAKE OF THE 
SUBSTANOES. 


Bhasya. - 


In reality, the Remnant-offerings should be made out of all the substances 
(used at the sacrifice) ;—why ?—because the motive is equally present in all; i.e. 
the reason that there is for the making of the remnant-offering out of one 


substance is present in the case of all the substances ;—hence a remnant has _ 


to be secured of all; that substance of which no remnant is secured, re- 
mains deprived of that embellishment which is brought about by the offering. 
—For all these reasons remnant- -offerings should be made out of all the 


substances. 


SUTRA (45). 
ALSO BECAUSE WE FIND INDICATIVES. 
Bhasya. - 


_ We find texts also indicative of the same conclusion; eg.—' Dévd 
vi svigtakrtamabruvan havyam no vaha iti; so‘bravit varam vrai; bhago 


me’ atvits ; uppisvéti të ° bruvan ; so‘bravit uttarirdhadéva mahyam sakyt sakrda- | 


vadadyat’ [The deities said to Svigtakrt—‘ carry to us our offerings’; he 


said—-' I would ask for the boon that I may receive a share of the offerings’ ; . 


they said—‘ Do ask for it’ ;—he said—‘ One should make an offering to me, 
one by one, out of the latter half’];—here the term ‘sakri’ has been re- 


peated; which shows that the offerings have to be made out a every one. 


of the Remnants. 
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 ADHIKARANA (16): In the event of the Remnant- 
offerings being made out of a single substance, they 
should be made out of the first Remnant. 


SUTRA (46). 


[PŪRVAPAKŞA]—“ Ir THE REMNANT-OFFERING IS TO BE DONE OUT 
OF ONLY ONE SUBSTANCE, ONE MAY DO AS ONE LIKES (OFFERING 
IT OUT OF ANY SUBSTANCE HE LIKES), AS THERE CAN 
BE NO DISTINCTION AMONG THEM. 


Bhasya. 


This is a hypothetical discussion ; the question being—In case the rom- 
nant-offerings were to bo made out of a single substance [which we have 
just decided cannot be done}]—what is to be done? can the offerings be 
made out of any one of the substances one likes ? or are they to be made 
out of the first one ? 

Tho Parrapaksa view is that-~" it may be made out of any substance 
one likos ; -why ?-—beeause we do not find any ground for distinction. 


among them; hence there can be no hard and fast rule as to the substance — 
out of which the single offering is to be made.” 


x 


SUTRA (47). 


[Pwo [N REALITY, THE OFFERING SHOULD BE MADE our 
OW THE FIRST SUBSTANCE, BECAUSE OF ITS PRIORITY IN TIME, 


Bhdsya. 


The Reoninant-offerings should: be made out of the remnant of the first 
(40. principal) substance; why ?—because of ite priority in time. . As it is 
the first-in point of time, if one wero to make the offerings out of it, there 
would he no abseneo of the requisite conditions ; so that when the conditions 
would be there, it is only right. that what is conditional on those conditions 
should be dono; As rogards the second and other substances, on the other 


hand, when tho offerings would have been once made out of the first sub- 


shinee, the necessary conditions would cease to exist; and hence the offerings 
would not bo made out of these, ~For all these reasons, the offerings ‘should. 


be mado out: of the ronatant of the Ha joe substance. 


ADHIKARANA a7 y The neon of. the cake is > the 
purposes of ‘ Eating’. 
SUTRA (48). 


[PŪRVAPAKŞA]—*“ ĪNASMUCH AS WE DO NOT FIND ANY MENTION OF 
O. EATING’, THE TERM INDICATING ‘GIVING’ SHOULD BE-TAKEN 
IN THE SENSE OF ‘INDUCEMENT FOR SERVICE ?.” 


Bhasya. 


` In connection with the Darsha-Parnamasa, we read—‘ Idam brahmanah, 
idam hotuh, idamadhvaryoh, idamagnidhah [‘This is for the Brahman-priest, 
this for the Hoty-priest, this for the Adhvaryu-priest, this for the Agnid- 
priest *] (Taitti. Bra. 3. 3. 8. 8). [The Cake having been divided into four 
parts, each part is assigned to each of the four principal priests, with the — 
words herein prescribed. ] . 
In regard to this there arises the question—Is this assignment of shares 
for the purpose of inducement for willing service? or for the purpose 
of ‘eating’ ? p 
_ The Parvapakga view is that— the E of shares is for _ 
the purpose of inducement for willing service ;—why }—-because we find no- | 
mention of the ‘eating’; we find no such word as ‘it should be eaten’; — 
and it is as wrong to do what is not enjoined in the Veda as to omit oe a 
is enjoined ;—and we find that the parts are given to those who have ren- 
- dered service (at the performance) ;—hence it follows that the assignment in 
question is for the purpose of inducement for willing service.” 


SAEED 


SUTRA ` 
[PORVAPARS A concluded ]—" Ars r ROATE IT HAS BEEN 
EULOGISED AS SUCH,’ 
Bhasya. 

“The assignment of shares in question we find eulogised as uhe sacri- 
ficial fee’, in the text—‘ Bed vai darshapirnamdsayordaksind’ ; from this 
also we conclude that (like the sacrificial fee) this assignment also ig for .. 
the purpose of: inducement for service.” 


SUTRA (50). 


[Swpwiwra]—Tue ASSIGNMENT SHOULD BE TAKEN AS BEING FOR 
THE PURPOSE OF ‘ HATING’; BECAUSE AS REGARDS THE SUB- 
~ STANCE (CAKE), THERE IS RQUALITY. (BETWE EN THE PRIESTS 
AND THE SACRIFICER, IN SO. FAR AS THE OWNERSHIP 
-OF THE SUBSTANCE 3: CONCERNED), 


The adsiginént of shared’ faust. be token s as being for the purpose o 
‘eating’ et why. ? because there. can i be ‘no ‘giving’ in the. ‘caso 
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“Why not ? ”—Because it is only the owner of a thing that can give it, 
not one who is not its owner.—‘‘ Why is there no ownership in this case ?” 
--Because as a matter of fact, the substance (Cake) has been already de- 
dicated by the sacrificer to a particular Deity with the terms ‘this is for 
such and .such a deity’; and when a thing has been so dedicated to a deity, 
cultured people no longer treat it as their own. Consequently if the sacri- 
ficer follows this custom of cultured people, he could not have any ownership 
over the cake (so dedicated). And thus [since he has no ownership over it, 
it cannot be given away by him, and] it cannot therefore serve the purpose 
of securing the services (of the priests). 

It has been argued that—‘ nowhere do we find any such expression 
as that the shares should be eaten, and there is as much harm in doing what 
is not enjoined as there is in omitting to do what is enjoined’’.—Our answer 
to this is as follows:—When the sacrificer pronounces the words ‘this for 
the Brahman-Priest’. and so forth (when assigning the parts of the Cake), 
some sort of connection is established between the shares and the Brahman 
and other priests ;—in this connection, either the shares would benefit the 
Brahman. and other priests, or the Brahman and other priests would benefit 
the shares ;—as a matter of fact, however, we do not find any perceptible 
benefit being conferred by the Brahman and other priests upon the shares ; 
—on the other hand, it is possible for some benefit to be conferred on the- 
Brahman and other priests by the shares when. these latter are eaten ;—- 
hence we conclude that the assignment of the shares is for the purpose of 
 eating.—‘* What is the benefit (that could be conferred by the shares. on 
the priests) ? ”—When the Priests have their hunger satisfied by the eating 
of the Cake, they acquire the strength necessary for the complgtng of the 
remaining part of the sacrificial performance. ae 


SUTRA (51). 


AS FOR THE BULOGISING OF ‘GIVING’ (AS BEING THE SACRIFICIAL 
FEE), THAT IS DUE TO THE ASSIGNMENT. 


Bhdsya. 


As regards the eulogising of the assignment of shares as ‘ the sacrificia}. 
fee’, this is due to the fact of ‘assignment’, which is common (to the as- 
-signment of the shares of the Cake and the assignment of shares. in the 
sacrificial fee); hence the eulogy would be applicable to the assignment of 
‘shares in question, even when it is not for the purpose of securing the service 
(of the Priests). 


End of Pada ie of Adhyaya III. 


ADHYAYA IIL. 
PADA V, 


ADHIKARANA (l): The < Remnant-offerings to Svistakrt 
and others should not be done out of Caren Butter. 


SŪTRA (1). 


[PŪRVAPAK3A]—“ Tut REMNANT-OFFERING SHOULD BE MADE OUT OF 
CLARIFIED BUTTER ALSO ; BECAUSE IT HAS BEEN LAID DOWN IN. 
CONNECTION WITH ALL SUBSTANCES,” 


Bhasya. 


[We now proceed to deal with the excéption to the general law propounded in 
Si. 44 of the last Pada —that the Remnant-offerings are to be made out of all the 
substances used at the sacrifice —Tantravdrtika.] l 

In connection with the Darsha-Pūrņamäāsa, we read—‘ Uttarārdhāt 
svistakrié ‘samavadyati’ [t Offers to Svistakrt out of the latter half’] (ef. 
Taitti. Sarı. 2. 6. 6. 5); and again—‘ Iddmupahvayati’ [‘ He invokes the 
Ida@’| (Taitti, Sarh. 2. 6. 7. 3); and similarly other doings with Remnants. 
. . In regard to these, there arises the question—Are the Svigiakrt and. 


Ida offerings to be made out of the remnant of the Clarified. Butter used at 


the Upamshu-yaja—or not ? 
On this question we have the following Pdérvapaksa—“ The said 


acts are to be done ;—why ?—because it has been laid down in connection 


l with all substances; that is, inasmuch as all the substances arè mentioned 
in a common context, the remnant-rites should be performed out of all 


-of.them:. Further, the term ‘ all’ has been actually used in this connection, 
in the text ‘Tadyat sarvébhyo havirbhyah samavadyati’ [‘One offers it out 


of all the offering-substances ’].—From all this it follows that the remnant- 
- rites are performed out of the Clarified Butter also.” 


SUTRA (2). 


_ [Porvaraxsa continued |—** Aso BECAUSE OF THE REASON [OF 
THE OFFERING, BEING APPLICABLE TO. ALL SUBSTANCES], 


. Bhāşye. 


“The reason. for the Remnant- offerings t to Svis takrt has been: described. 
in the. text—' The deities said to | Svietakri—please . carry our offerings ; 
he said—I would ask for the boon. that shares at sacrifices may he assigned, 
to me; they seid—ask for it; then Svigtakrt. said—People should offer to 
“me out of the latter half? th - reason that. is. described in this: com- 
mie datory paneage: applies sgel to Clarified: Butter and other: nabebeanees 
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Consequently the remnant-offerings should be «made out of Clarified | 


Butter.” 
SUTRA (8). 


_ [PéRvaPaKga continued |—‘* (THIRDLY); BECAUSE IN CONNECTION 
‘WITH ONE ‘SACRIFICE, THE TERM “RANEY ATED (‘ CONJOINTLY | 
` SLICED’) IS FOUND.” 


Bhasya. 


“In connection with the ‘Cooked Rice’ dedicated to Aditya at the 
~ Prdyaniya sacrifice, we finu the text ‘Agnayé svistakrté samavadyati’ [‘ For 
Agni-Svistakrt, one should offer what has been conjointly sliced ’] (Taitti. 
Bra. 1. 7. 4. 4). As a matter of fact, when an offering is made out of a 
single substance—Ajya (Clarified Butter) for instance, it is spoken of by 
means of the word ‘ avadyati’ (slices, for offering),—and when the term ‘ sama- 
. vadyats’? (‘slices conjointly’) is used, it means that it is a mixed offering 
consisting of portions ‘sliced’ out of more than one substance.—Such being 
the case and the meaning of the text being that the offering to Agni-Svistakrt 
should consist of what has been ‘ conjointly sliced’, the procedure adopted 
at the Prayaniya sacrifice would be correct only if (in addition to the portion 
- sliced out of the Cooked Rice) a ‘slice’ were also cut out of the Clarified 


- Butter, —the use of which at the Prayaniya would come in (from the Upam- Ps 
. shuydja, of which the Prayaniya is a ‘modification’) under the general. ios 
law (that ‘the modification is tobe performed in the same manner. as- 


the Original Archetype ’),—us it is only thus that there would be an offering 


consisting of the pieces ‘sliced conjointly’ (out of the two substances, _ 
Cooked Lice and Clarified Butter). If this were not done (and if no portion. 


of the Clarified Butter were sliced out for offering), then the only ‘slice’ 
-oub out for offering would be from the single substance, Cooked Rice, and 
if this were what is meant, then the term used in the text would have been 
‘ avadyatt > (simply ‘slices. out for offering’, not ‘ samavadyati’, ‘slices out 
conjointly’, as we actually find it). (For this reason also the Remnant- 
offering should be made out of the Clarified Butter.]” l 


SŪTRA (4). 


[PŪRVAPAKŞA concluded|—‘‘ LASTLY, BECAUSE A COMMENDATORY 
DECLARATION RELATING TO THE OFFERING TO ‘SvISTAKRT’ 
ACTUALLY REFERS TO THE CLARIFIED BUTTER.” 


- Bhäsya. 


We have the following ‘commendatory declaration. relating to the 


offering to Svistakrt, which refers to the Clarified Butter contained in the 


Dhruva-vessel :—‘ Avadaya avadaya dhruvam pratyabhighdrayats, avisiakrté 
avaddya na dhruvém pratyabhigharayati, na hi tatah param ahutim yaksyan 


bhavati* [* After each offering, one should pour back the Butter-remnant 


into the Dhruva vessel; “but. after having made: the T to Svistakrt; 


wanna aS 
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he need not pour back any remnant into the Dhruvd-vessel ; as there is no 
other offering to be made after the offering to Svistakrt’|—This passage 
explains the purpose for which the remnant is poured back into the vessel,—- 
and this purpose clearly is that another offering is going to be made out of 
the remnants thus collected in the DAruvd-vessel : this is further confirmed 
by the statement that after the offering to Svistakrt, there is to be no such 
pouring back, as after that, there are no other offerings to be made.—All 
this goes to show that there is pouring back of the Clarified Butter into the 
vessel only for the purpose of making the remnant-offering to Svistakrt. 
[Thus it is clear from this also that the remnant-offering has to be made out 
of the Clarified PURER 27 . 


SUTRA (5). 


_ [SIDDBÄNTA] -THIS (REMNANT-OFFERING OUT’ OF THE CLARIFIED 
_ BUTTER) COULD NOT BE DONE, AS THERE CAN BE NO ‘ REMNANT’ 
IN THIS CASE; AND THIS ABSENCE OF ‘REMNANT’ WOULD 
BE DUE TO THE FACT THAT ALL THE CLARIFIED BUTTER 
l WOULD HAVE BEEN TAKEN UP (BY THE 
OTHER OFFERINGS). 


Bhasya. 


‘It is not possible that there should be Svistakrt and Idd-offerings made 
out of the Clarified Butter contained in the Dhruva-vessel.—‘‘ Why ?”— 
Because there can be no remnant in this case.—‘‘ Why cannot there be a 

. remnant in this case ? ”—-Becausè all the Clarified Buiter would have: been 


‘taken up (by the main offerings). 


SUTRA (6). 


Wat MAY HAVE BREN LEFT IN THE DHRUVA-VESSEL CANNOT BE. 
TREATED AS A ‘REMNANT’, AS THE BUTTER IN THAT VESSEL IS 


MEANT FOR SEVERAL PURPOSES IN COMMON, 


Bhasya. . 


Says the Opponent—‘ The Clarified Butter that had been secured for 
the Updmshuydja,—out. of that some would be left over in the Dhruvd- 
vessel ; and this could be treated as the * reranant ’ (out of whieh the offering 
to Svistakrt: could be made).” 

‘That cannot be; as what i is contained i in tho Dhruvd is means for several 

: purposes im common,—tor instance, for being. offered ait the Upämshuyäja 
‘and for several other purposes; in fact Clarified Butter is required for. 


ana at Whatever. action Clarified Butter has to be used, ‘ab each one of 
t has to: be brought in an prepared’. Hence the Clarified Butter 

5 hese. several purposes. In fact. : 

xt also—' Sarvasmai vā: wastage a 


all those actions where the sécrifée i is performed by means of that Butter; 


‘cannot be offered as ‘remnant’, then] there would a ‘remnant’ of C 


Tasman 
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grhyaté yad dhruvdyaim äjyam’ f'The Clarified Butter in the Dhruvd is 
what is brought in for all sacrifices ’] (Taitti. Bra. 3. 3. 5. 5)—“ What if it 
is so ?"—If the Clarified Butter collected in the Dhruvd for the purpose 
of the Updmshuydija is meant for several purposes in common,—then, - 
even after the completion of the Updmshuydja, there would be other 
purposes to be served by it; hence it cannot be regarded as something to 
be ‘ disposed of ? (as no longer required) ; it is only when a thing has served 
all its purposes and is only causing confusion by remaining there, that 
it has to be ‘disposed of’. In some cases, when a thing has to be ‘ dis- 
posed of’, it is declared that it should be ‘disposed of’ in such and such a 
manner. When however a thing brought in has still some use, it cannot 
be regarded as to be ‘disposed of’. Consequently after the Updmshuyaja 
has been performed, and even after the offering to Svisiakrt has been made, 
the Clarified Butter left in the Dhruvd cannot be treated as ‘remnant’ 


_and as such, something to be ‘disposed of [and the offering of the remi- 


nant is nothing more than a ‘disposal’ of what is no longer required ].— 
As analogous to this we have the case where rice for several persons has 
been cooked in a single vessel,—if one of therm has eaten out of it, what. 


“remains in the vessel.is not treated as ‘remnant’ (or leavings) to be given 


away to dependants; because it has still got to serve other purposes (ie. - 


the remaining persons are still there to eat it). Exactly similar is the 


ease of the susbstance, Clarified Butter, left after the Updmshuydja [which, — 
having been got together for use at several actions, cannot, after the com- 


pletion ‘of the Updmshuyija omy: be treated as ‘remnant’ and : disposed 
of ` as such by being offered as ‘ remmant- offering `]. 


Says. the Opponent" {If the. Clarified Butter in the Dhruvi-vessel 


Butter in the Juhi, asin the Cups, i.e. as there i is of Soma in the Ladies and 
Cups, according to injunctions.” 
In answer to this, we have the following Sūtru— ` 


SUTRA (7). 


Wat HAS BEEN COLLECTED IN THE JUHO-VESSEL IS ALL 
CONNECTED WITH A PARTICULAR OBLATION. 


Bhasy ya. 


Ti has been explained that thero can be no “remnant? of the Upamshuydja 
in =the Dhruvd, because the Clarified Butter got together for this sacrifice 


is meant in common for several actions.—Now the question is put-—“ why 


cannot the remnant: offering be made out of the Clarified Butter left in the. l 


o Jubii-vessel,—in the same manner as there i is remnant. (of Soma) in the ladle 


where it had been taken: up for, being offered into the fire ? “—Our answer 


“to this is that what has been collected in the Juhii-vessel is. all connected with & 


particular oblation, and hence: (as the Whole of it will have been offered away) 
there would be no ‘remnant’ in it. ee 
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` SŪTRA (8). 


“ IT MAY BE AS IN THE LADLE ” —-IF THIS IS URGED [THE ANSWER 
WOULD BE AS IN THE FOLLOWING SUrRa]. 


Bhasya. 


This argument, sieved by the opponent, has got to be nernted: (This 
is done i in the following Sitra)— 


SUTRA (9). 


THAT CANNOT BE ; BECAUSE (IN THE CASE OF THE SOMA), THERE IS AN 
INFRINGEMENT OF AN INJUNCTION (IF ALL THE SOMA IS OFFERED _ 
AWAY), AND ALSO BECAUSE IT (THE POURING OF THE SOMA INTO 
THE CUPS AND VESSELS) IS MEANT TO BE ONLY A PRE- 
© PARATION OF AN OFFERING-MATERIAL. [FoR THESE 
= TWO REASONS, THE WHOLE OF THE SOMA- 
JUICE IS NOT OFFERED AWAY.| 


Bhasya. 


The case of the Clarified: Butter in the Juhi is not eae to that 


of the Soma in the cups and vessels. In the case of the latter [if all the. 


Soma, were offered away in oblations], there would be an infringement of 
the injunction. ‘ Somasydgnérvihityanuvasatkaroti’ (Aitaréya Bra. 3. 5). 
> [which lays down an oblation to be offered later on].—Then again, in regard 
to the pouring of the Soma into the cups and vessels, all that such texts 
as—‘ Aindravayavam grhvati’ [t should hold the cups dedicated to Indra- 


Vayu ’] lay down is the mere holding,—not holding accompanied by offering 


as oblations; and all that is meant by this holding is that the Soma is pre- 
pared as an offering-material. —{[For. these two reasons, there is no offering 
of all the Soma in the cups and vessels]; [and hence ‘remnant’ becomes 
possible].—-In the case of the Clarified Butter on the other hand, what is 
laid down is the offering of it as an oblation, in such texts as ‘ Chaturgrhitam 
juhoti’ (Taitti. Sara. 5. 1. 1. 1)—[Hence in this case dll the Butter in the 
Juhi is offered away ; and henge there can be no remnant.] 


SUTRA (10). 


Tx TERM * ALE.” REFERS TO. WHAT Is THERE ; AS. WHAT IS LAID i 


-DOWN CAN PERTAIN ‘ONLY. TO svoH ‘THINGS AS ARE IN O es 
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to this is as follows: Wha: is declared in the text refers to only such 
‘remnants’ of substances as are there already, and not to all substances 
without any qualification ; the meaning thus is that ‘the slicing is to. be 
done out of such remnants as are already there’; just as when it is said 
‘all the rice’, or ‘all the Brahmanas have eaten ’—the term ‘all’ ‘refers 
to such rice ad such Brāhmaņas, as may be there (and it cannot refer to all 


the rice, or all the Brahmanas, in the world) ;—similarly in the case in question 


(fall substances’ stands for all those of which remnants may be actually 


there) [and as there is no remnant of the Clarified Butter, there could not be 
any remnant-offering out of it]. 


SUTRA. (11). 
THE INDICATIVE TEXT REFERS TO THE MIXTURE OF GENUSES. 


Bhasya. 


It has been argued (under Si. 3) that “the use of the term ‘ conjoint 
(mixed) slicing’ would not be applicable if no slicing for offering were made 
out of the Clarified Butter, brought in in accordance with the general law 
that ‘the modification is to be done in the same manner as the original 
sacrifice ’.”’—The answor to this is as follows :—Even though there may 


not be any remnant- -offering out of the Clarified Butter, the term ‘ mixed 
slicing’ would be quite applicable, as referring to the particular genuses,— 
ie. as referring to the genus ‘rice’ and the genus ‘Clarified: Butter’ fas 

- mixed up in the ‘ Cooked Rice’, in which there is both ‘ Rice’ amd‘ ‘Clarified _ 


Batter’; hence when. a slice is cut out of this ‘Cooked Rice’; t 


therefore cannot indicate the possibility of a slicing out of the pure and 


- simple: Clarified Butter by itself]—-It is possible to take the term in this 


sense, as what is stated is a mere reiterative declaration, and it is open to 


us to take such a declaration in any sense that may be reasonably suitable. 


SUTRA (12). 


a ae , l . i 
THE LAST TEXT (QUOTED BY THE PURVAPAKSIN) ONLY MEANS | 
THAT THE VESSEL SHOULD NOT BE ENTIRELY EMPTY. 


Bhasya. 


It has been argued aae (under Sü. 4) that—“ there is a text which 
indicates that there should be pouring back of Clarified Butter into the — 
: Dhruva [and ‘there would be this. ‘remnant 2 available for making the : 
remnant-offering]. ”__.The answer to this is that the Butter that. may be 


thus poured back is not for the ‘purpose of making the remnant- offering to 


Sviştakrt, because -there would be no ‘remnant’ at all in the case; as has” 
‘been already explained. (under: $a. 5). Hence the meaning of the text 
quoted. under. Sit. 4 is as follows :—' Under the impression that no more 


. oblations are © going to. be. offered 0 out tof ity the Dhruva should not be emptied,” r 


ae 


ADHYAYA Ill, PADA V, ADHIKARANA (1). 539 


—~if there were another oblation to be poured out of the Dhruva, then, in 
the event of more clarified butter being poured back into the Dhruvd, the 
Dhruva would be empty. What the sentence ‘no more oblations are going 
to be offered out of it’ means is that so long as there is an oblation still 


to be offered out of the Dhruva, it should not be emptied (and it should con- 
tinue to be refilled by pouring back Butter into it); but if no butter were. 


poured back into it after each offering, the Dhruvd would become empty ; 
and it should not become empty {so long as there is another oblation to 
be offered out of it]; but as soon as there remains no other oblation to be 
offered out of it, what would be the use of pouring back any more Clarified 
Butter into it? 


SASS 
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ADHIKARANA (2); At the“ Sakamprasthayya’ also there 
is to be no ‘remnant-offering >’. 


SUTRA (13). 


AT THE ` SAKAMPRASTHAYYA’ SACRIFICE ALSO, THE OFFERING TO 
SVISTAKRT SHOULD BE AS IN THE AFORESAID CASE. 


Bhdsya. 


In connection with the Darsha-Pirnamdsa, we read—‘ Sdkamprasthd- 


-yyēna yajéta’ (Taitti Sarn. 2. 5. 4. 3). 


In regard to this, there arises the question—Is the remnant-offering 
connected with Svistakyt and Ida to be made-at this sacrifice, or not ?:. 
The Pirvapaksa view is that ‘the offering is to be made ;---why ?—. 


-because the Sdkamprasthdyya is a modification of the Darsha- Parnamasa ae 
> (at which the said offering is made, and the modification has to be performed, EA 


like its original archetype).” 7 
In answer to this we have the following Sidahanta :—The said offering 


ig not to be made at the Säkamprasthäyya i—why ?—because there is no rem- 


nant, there being no remnant on account of the whole of the substance having o 


been taken up (S0. B)— How is that ?”—In connection with the sacrifice 


in question, we read—‘ Ajyabhagabhyam pracharydgneyéna cha purodashéna 
agnidhré srucham praddya saha kumbhibhirabhikraman aha’ [t After having 


made the offerings of Clarified Butter and the Cake dedicated to Agni, 
making over, to the Agnidhra Priest, the ladles and taking the Kambhis with 


himself, he goes forward and says....°] [which makes it clear that after the 
main Butter-offerings have been made, there is none of the Butter left there]. 
—Thus the conclusion is that there are to be no remnant-offerings at the 
Sahamprasthayya. 


ÅDHIKARAŅA (3): There are to be no ‘ Remnant- 
offerings’ at the Sautramani sacrifice. 
SUTRA (14). 


At THE Saurrimayl SACRIFICE ALSO [THERE ARE TO BE NO 
‘ REMNANT-OFFERINGS °] OUT OF THE CUPS. 
Bhasya. 

There is the Sautrémani sacrifice, in connection with which certain. 
‘cups’ (of Soma-juice) are mentioned as dedicated to Ashvins, to Sérasvati. 
and to Indra. This sacrifice is the ‘ modification’ of a sacrifice (Jyotis toma) 
at which the ‘remnant-offerings’ are to be made ;—consequently, according 
to the general law that ‘the modification is to be performed in the manner 
of its original prehery pe’, it would appear to be necessary to make the 

*remnant-offerings ’ connected with Svistakrt and Idd. 

Now there arises the question—Are the ‘remnant-offerings’ to be 
omitted at the Sautrdmani sacrifice, or not ? 

x The Pūrvapaksşa view is that, in accordance with the general law (re- 
: ferred to), the remnant-offerings should be made (not omitted). 


In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta-——At the Sautrd- 


mani sacrifice also there are to be no remnant-offerinys out of the cups (Si.). 
-+-The particle ‘cha’ (‘also’) serves to apply to this case all that has been 
. urged in the foregoing two Adhikaranas.—* Why should there be no such 
_ offering ? ° —Because there is no remnant, the absence of remnant being due 
to the whole of the substance having been taken up. (St. 5). 
At this sacrifice also, they proceed to offer oblations with the cups— . 
for which purpose cups of milk and cups of wine aro taken up; and all the 


- substance that is contained in these cups is taken up and verbally dedicated - 


to their respective deities ; as is laid down in the text—‘ Grhitan grahan rtvija 
Gdadaté, Ashvinamadhwaryuh, sdrasvatam brahmd, aindram  pratiprasthata 
(‘The Priests take up the cups—the Adhvaryu takes up the cup dedicated to 
the Ashvins; the Brahman takes up that dedicated to Sarasvati, and the 
Pratiprasthdir takes up that dedicated to Indra’.] Thus the whole of the sub- 
stance is taken up by these oblations ; that the substance is to be offered 
cig oblations is also. laid down in the text=- Uitaré’ gnau payograhan jühkvati, 


oe daksinë ynau suragrahan jabnati.” {‘ They offer the cups of milk into the. a 


Northern Fire, and the cups. of wine into. oha Southern Fire J 


~ “SUTRA (15). 
THE MENTION OF ‘ REMNANT LASOS zo BE TAKEN AS IN THE 
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not offer up the whole’ (Taitti. Bra. 1. 8. 6. 2); this prohibition of the offering 
of the whole would be explicable only if (without this prohibition) there 
were a possibility of the whole being offered. And it is on account of a distinct 
_ declaration that the ‘ remnant-offering’ to Svistakri is not to be made at 
this sacrifice, out of the remnant that has been kept back (in accordance 
with the prohibition just quoted); because a different use is laid down for 
that remnant in the text ‘ Brahmanam parikriniydt uchchhésanasya pataram * 
(Tai. Bra. 1. 8. 6. 2.) (‘He should engage a Brahmana who should drink 
the remnant’] [by whom the remnant is to be drunk, and not used as an 
offering to Svistakrt]. There is a similar use laid down for another remnant 
of the same kind in the text—‘ Shatdirnndydm viksarayanti’ [‘ They pour 
it into a hundred-holed jar’). (Taitti. Bra. 1. 8. 6. 4.) | 


ADHIKARANA (4): At the ‘Sarvaprstha’ Sacrifice, the 
‘ Remnant-offering’ should be made only once. 


SUTRA (16). 


[PirvapaKsa|—‘‘ THOUGH THE SUBSTANCE IS ONE, THE ‘ REMNANT- 
OFFERINGS’ SHOULD BE MADE WITH EACH OF THE ACTS (THAT 
GO TO MAKE UP THE SARVAPRSTHA SACRIFICE). 


Bhdsya. 


{We have dealt with cases where there is no ‘remnant-offering’ to be made. 
We are now considering a case where there is a peculiarity regarding the remnant- 
offerings. ] 

There is the ‘ Sarvaprstha’ sacrifice [consisting of several oblations 
offered to Indra in his various aspects|—spoken of in the texts-— Indrdya 
rathantardya’, ‘ Indrdya vairtindya’, ‘Indriya vairijaya’, ‘Indraiya sha- 
kvardya’.  (Taitti.. Sarn. 2. 3. 7. 2];—-at this sacrifice, the Cake is the 
“substance used in connection with all these several oblations in common. 

In regard to this there arises the question—Is tho remnant-offering 
to Svigtakyt to be done with each of these oblations? Or, only once 7. 

The Pirvapaksa view is that, in view of the general law that, ‘the 


_ modification is to be performed in the same manner as its original Archetype’ A 


the offering should be made with each oblation, —even though there is only 


one substance common to all the oblations,—as each oblation is a distinct, 


act by itself.” 
SUTRA (17). 


[SrppHANTA]|—INASMUCH AS THERE IS NO DIVISION (OF THE SUB- 
STANCE, AMONG THE sidielecas OBLATIONS); THERE MUST BE A 
COMMON ‘REMNANT’ FOR ALL [so pase THERE CAN BE 

ONLY ONE OFFERING OF THE ‘REMNANT ’), A 


Bhåma: 


We assert that the ‘ remnant-offering. should be made only o ones? : be- 


cause there as. no division -of the substance among ihe several oblations ; as a. 
matter o fact, portions of the Cake are not divided among the sevoral obla- ` 


tions ; all that is said is that ‘ the remnant- offering. to Svistakrt should be 
i made out of the latter half of the Cake’,—and of tho Cake, there is only 
one “latter half `; so when an offering ix 


i be made, and from the romnan of whic h. it has not been made.——Similarly 


i. nant. offering * should Re 


Sametesre 


is made out of this ‘latter half? 
ooit cannot. be distinguished from the remnant of which oblation the offoring has 


ə case of the Ida offering also Fro: all this it follows that the ‘ rem: 
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ADETKARANA (5): In thé case of ihe cup dedicated to 
Indra-Vayu, there should be two < Eatings’ of 
the Remnant. 


SUTRA (18). 


- IW THE CASE OF THE CUP DEDICATED TO INDRA-VAYU, THERE SHOULD 
BE AN ‘EATING oF REMNANTS’ IN CONNECTION WITH EACH 
OBLATION,—BY VIRTUE OF THE DIRECT INJUNCTION. 


Bhasya. 


[There are two ways of ‘ disposing of’ the remnants of sacrificial materials :— 
ü) offering them into the Fire, to Svistakrt, and (2) eating them. We have hither- 


_ to dealt with the offering of remnants ; we are now going to deal with the eating 


of remnants. In the natural order this present Adhikarana should have come after 
the next—where the general question of the eating of Soma-remnants is dealt with, 


—yet the author has brought in this first, ‘because, in a way, it is an exception to. 
the. foregoing Adhikarana.] 


There is the Jyotigtoma sacrifice, laid down in the text—' Jyotistoména a 
svargakamo yajéta’; [at this sacrifice, several cups and ladles are used ; each 
cup is dedicated to a distinct deity, and offered as such; and the remnant 
left in the cup after the offering has been made, is subsequently ‘eaten? (88e 


` next Adhikarana); one of these cups is dedicated jointly to the two deities — 


Indra‘and Vayu); in regard to this cup dedicated to Indra- Vayu there arises 


‘the question—Is the amen of the remnant in this cup to be done once, or 
twice ? 


The Pirvapaksa view is that “since the eating is meant to be an ‘em- 


‘bellishment’ for the Soma, it should be done once only”, 


As against this, the Siddhdnia is that in the case of the cup dedicated 


ie to Indra-Vay yu, the eating should be done twice ;—why ?—By virtue of the 
`. direct injunction; we have the following injunction—‘ Out of the cup dedi- 


cated to Indra-Vadyu, one should eat twice, and should make two Vasat- 
kāra offerings’ ;—and no burden can be too heavy to be borne by a direct 


injunction [hence in spite of all the arguments urged in the foregoing Adhi- 


karana an exception has- to be made in the case of the cup dedicated to 


; Indea-Vaynu). 


ADHIKARANA (6): Jn the case of ‘Soma’, there must 
be ‘ Hating of Remnants’. 


SUTRA (19). 


[PŪRVAPAKŞA]—“‘ IN THE CASE or SOMA, THERE IS No ‘EATING’, 
AS THERE IS NO INJUNCTION TO THAT EFFECT”. 


Bhasya. 


In connection with the Jyotistoma, there are several Soma-oblations 
laid down.—In regard to these, there arisés the question—Is the remnant 
of these Soma-oblations to be eaten, or not ? 

The Pirvapaksa view is that “ there is no eating, in the case of Soma :-— 
why ?—because there is no injunction to that effect ; and in the absence of an 
injunction it cannot be known for certain that there should be ‘ eating’ ; 


hence the conclusion is that the remnant of Soma-oblations should not ie 
eaten’. 


SUTRA (20). 


[SippHANTA]—IN REALITY, THERE SHOULD BE ‘EATING’, BECAUSE 
WE FIND A TEXT WHICH, THOUGH HAVING A DIFFERENT APPLICA- 
TION, IS INDICATIVE OF THE EATING. 


Bhdsya. 


There should be ‘ eating’ ; as there is the following text, which, though 
having a different application, indicates the ‘eating’—‘ Sarvatah parihdra- 
mishvinam  bhaksayati  bhakgitapydyitamshchamasin — dakginasydnaso’ 
valambé sddayanti’ (see Taitti. Sam. 6. 4. 9. 4-5) [‘He takes round the 
cup dedicated to the Ashvins and eats it; after the cups have heen eaten 
and refilled, they deposit them on the prop of the cart to the south ’]:—Unless 
there were ‘eating’ of Soma in general, such particular cases of ‘ eating’ 
as are mentioned in this text could not. be spoken of. 


‘SUTRA (21). 


In FACT, THE TEXTS ARE DIREOT INJUNOTIONS, AS THEY SPEAK OF. 
WHAT IS NOT ALREADY KNOWN ; HENCE THE "EATING ’ “WOULD ae 
BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH DIRECT INJUNCTIONS. 


- Bhagya. = 


Objection —“ What has ‘bedi cited. sin ap of the eating) is only an 

indicative ; it is necessary to: point to an injunction OPI ES 
Answer—The texts that are ci 

: as injunctions: For instance, the text, ‘ Sarvatah parthdramashuinam bhak- 

- gayatt, ete.” (of. Taitti. Sarh, 6. 4.9. 4) a 
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eating ; as this is something not already known, the sentence cannot be 
taken as a mere reiterative reference to the ‘Eating’. In fact, if the text 
were taken as enjoining something not already known, it would serve a 
distinctly useful purpose. Thus then, there should be ‘Eating’ of Soma, 
only in cases in connection with which it is mentioned in the texts; and 
in this there would not be any improper extension of the practice of eating. 


ADHIKARANA (7) : The *Soma-remnant’ should be eaten 
by the Priests holding the Cups. — 


SUTRA (22). 


OUT OF THE CUPS, THERE MUST BE ‘ HATING’, BECAUSE OF THE ~ 
NAMES (GIVEN TO THE CUPS),—THE APPLICATION OF THE NAMES 
BEING BASED UPON THE FAOT (OF ‘ HATING’ BEING 
DONE OUT OF THEM, BY THE PRIESTS). 


Bhasya. 


In connection with the Jyotistoma, we read—' Praitu hotushchamasah, 
pra brahmanak; prodgatrrnim, pra yajaménasya, prayantu sadasyānäm ’ 
[ Let the Hotr’s cup come forward, also the Brahman’s cup, the Udgitrs’ 
cup, the Yajaména’s cup, and the Sadasyas’ cup’) 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Is eating (of Soma) to be 
done by these cup-owners, or not t 


The Pūmapaksa view is that “it should not be done; as it has just — 


been. pointed ont that there should be no undue extension of the practice 
of eating”. 

On this we have the following Siddhanta—Out, of the cups, there should, 
be ‘ eating’ ;—why ?—because of the names given to the cups ;—j.e, the names 
_ * Hotushchamasah’ (Hotr’s cup), ‘ Brahmanashchamasah’ (Brahman’s cup), 
‘t Udgatushchamasah’ (Udgatr’s cup) clearly indicate that the particular 
cup is called ‘ hotushchamasah’ because the Hoir Priest eats (literally ‘ sips’, 
‘ chamati’), shall eat, or has eaten, out of that cup; if the Hotr Priest did 
not eat (or sip) out of it, it could not be ‘ hotushchamasah’ ; and from this 
it follows that he does eat out of it. [Similarly with the other names.] 

Says the Opponent—‘‘In what way does this ‘ indicative ! co the 
“eating ’) operate?” 


It is operative through competency, we say. What the direction says is 


that ‘the Hotushchamasa should come forward’; now if the Hoty did not 
eat (chamét) out of it, then.no such thing as the ‘ hotushchamasah’ (Hoty’s 
cup) would have the competency to ‘come forward ’.—It would not do if the 


-o Hoty Priest were to ‘eat’ rice or some aie thing, as the cup in question 
ig called the ‘ Soma-chamasa’, ‘Soma-cup’. Then again (the name cannot 
be regarded as indicative. of. ownership, because) as a matter of fact, the — 


-cup is the property, not of the Hoty priest, but of the Sacrificer ; all that the 


Hoty priest can do is to ‘eat’ out of it (by virtue of which it is called his. 
‘ chamasa’, cup). Further, if Soma i is ‘eaten’ out of the cup: [and not some” 
other thing, like Rice], then alone is. it possible for further oblations to bè- 


< offered with that cup ; because Soma is a sacred substanca, hence the eating 

of it does not pollute the cup, and it i 
with it. ~“ [In the case: of other ‘substances, Rice and the like also} it would 
be possible: to ofiar oblations with: F op. that is poliata, on the micenath 


possible to offer subsequent oblations | 


[Rae Eee 


TERETNE ETTET RESE 


548 SHABARA-BHASYA : 


of texts enjoining the offering of the oblations.”—But any such text could set 
aside the prohibition of using polluted cups only if there were no other way of 
eating out of the cups and also offering the oblations, without using polluted 
cups; as a matter of fact, there is such a way, if the ‘eating’ out of the 
cup is of Soma (not of Rice or any such thing) [whereby, on account of the 
peculiar sanctity attaching to the Soma, the cup is not polluted, and hence 
the offering of the subsequent oblations with it does not go against the 
prohibition of using polluted cups].—From all this it follows that the Soma 
should be eaten by those priests who hold the cups. 

Says the Opponent—“‘[In the case of the eating of Rice and such things 
also] people could have recourse to scraping the cup and such other means 
(for removing the impurity attaching to the cup on account of the eating. 
of Rice, ete.) [aad then the cup, thus purities. could be used in offering the 
oblations] ”’. 

In that. case the relationship (of the cup to the eating Priest) having 
ceased (by reason of the scraping of the portion touched by the eater’s lips), 
the cup would no longer be the same cup, it would become a totally different 
object, 

It is for this reason (that like the priests, the sacrificer also should eat 
the Soma. out of the cup named after him) that the following text forbids. 
the eating of Soma by a non-Braéhmana sacrificer—‘ Sa yadi rajanyam 


vaishyam va ydjayet, sa yadi somam bibhakgayisét nyagrodhastibhirdhrtya Í 


täh sampisya dadhani unmrjya tamasmai bhakgam. prayachchhét, na somam’ 
- (Aita. Br&. 7. 30) [If he officiates at the sacrifice performed by a Ksattriya 
or a Vaishya,—and the sacrificer wishes to eat Soma, the priest should fetch _ 


the shoots of the banyan-tree, pound them and mix them up with curd, and ae l 
then offer this to the sacrificer for eating, and not the Soma’): ;—this | text 


l ; clearly shows that there shall be omission of the eating of Soma. (in the case 
_. of the non-Brahmana sacrificer); now this fear of the non-Brahmana sacrificer 
, eating Soma [without which there could be no prohibition].could be possible 
only if, as a rule, Soma were meant to be eaten out of the cups by persons ` 
after whom the cups are named.—From all this we conclude that there 
must be eating of Soma by these persons out of the cups named after them. 


ADHIKARANA (8): The Soma is to be eaten by the 
‘ Udgatr’ (chanting) priests together with the 
‘ Subrahmanya’ Priest. 


SUTRA (28). 


[PŪRVAPAKŞA (A)]|—‘‘ ONLY ONE PERSON SHALL EAT OUT OF THE 
‘ UpGAtR’s OUP, —BECAUSE SUCH IS THE DIRECT ASSERTION.” 


Bhasya. i 


There is the Jyotistoma sacrifice laid down in the text ‘ Jyotistoména 
svargakdmo yajēta’ ;—in conneciion with this sacrifice, we read ‘ Praitu 
hotushchamasah....... pra udgatrrném ’.—-It has been decided in the fore- 
going Adhikarana that the eating out of the Cups is to be regulated by their 
names [i.e. the Hotr is to eat out of the ‘Hotr’s cup’, the Brahman, out of the. 
*Brahman’s cup’ and so on].—Now in connection with the cup named 
‘ Udgatrrndm chamasah’, ‘the cup of the Udgiitrs’, there arises the question 
~——[There being only one priest of the name of ‘ Udgatr’] is the one Udgatr 


priest alone to eat out of this cup ?—or all the Priests ?—or. all the Sdma- 
védin priests, except the Subrahmanya Priest ?—or all the Sdmavédin priests 

along with the Subrahmanya ? a 
(A) On this question, we have the following ~ view as the first Pūrva- 

. pakga (A)—“ The one Udgätr priest alone is to eat out of it ;—because such 
_ de the Direct Assertion ;—i.e. the Udgatr priest is the only person who is men- 


tioned in the name of the cup—which has been called in the text as ‘ Ud- 


gatrrnam chamasah’, ‘the cup of the Udgdirs’.—‘ But in the text we have 


the Plural number, which means that several persons should eat.’ —The answer 


_ to that is that it is true that the Plural number is found in the text, but- 
-. that number appears as pertaining to the noun-base ‘ Udgdiy’; under the 


circumstances, if significance were meant to be attached to the Plural num- 


ber, then it would denote the plurality of Udgatr Priests; as a matter of 


fact, however, there is only one Udgdty Priest :—consequently, even though 
directly mentioned, the plurality could not bring about different (several) 


'. Udgatr Priests ;—hence it must be concluded that no significance is meant . 


to be attached to the Plural number.—Then again, the notion that several 
persons should eat out of the cup could be got at only by Inference.—‘ How ?’ 


—It would be got at by means of the following inferential reasoning +The 
3 Plural number i is ‘applied only to such noun-bases ag denote several individ- 
~uals,—in the case in „question we find. the. Plural number applied to the 
base: ‘ ‘Udgaiy °, hence verily the: eno: must balong. to > several (Uidgairs). —_ 


RERE ‘person, pas one aoii pi 


cond. or a t think ie dirootly. pers - 
hc titative than. Inference, -Hence 
Ju feby only one pereon; and x 
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SUTRA (24). 


[PŪRVAPAKŞA (B)]—“ OR, ALL [tHE PRIESTS SHOULD EAT OUT OF 
THE CUP]; BECAUSE THERE IS AN INDICATION OF ALL.” 


Bhäşya. 


(B)—“ Or, all the priests should eat out of the Udgätr- -cup. If the 
Udgair priest were the only one person to eat out of it, then the presence of the 
plural number (in ‘ udgdirrndm’) would have to be regarded as a mistake ; 
specially as such plurality is neither referred to nor predicated.—‘ In the 
event of all the priests eating out of the cup, the presence of the name of 
the Udgdaty-priest (in ‘ Udgdirrndm chamasah’) would have to be regarded. 
as a mistake’.—Our answer to that is that the term ‘ Udgdtrrndm’ may, in 
that case, be taken in a figurative sense, as standing for ‘the Udgatr-priest 
and the rest.” 


SUTRA (25). 


[Ptrvaransa (C)|—‘ On, THE HYMN-CHANTERS ALONE [SHOULD 
EAT OUT OF THE OUP]; AS THE INDICATION IS OF THESE ALONE, 
SPECIALLY IN VIEW OF THE PRESENOH OF THE PLURAL 
NUMBER.” 


- Bhasya. 


“(0)-Bays the Opponent ‘to the Plirapakia (B)—“It is not right that 
the cup should be eaten out of by several persons.—Why ?—Because the 
connection. of the term ‘ Udgair’ with ‘ Chamasa’ is indicated by a directly 
‘perceived ‘sentence’ ;—again, the connection of the Plural Number with 


the term ‘ Udgdir’ is shown by ‘Direct Assertion’ ;—no other Priest has 


any connection with the Plural Number ;-~hence it is not right that the 
eup should be eaten out of by several persons including the ee as well 


CAS others (as held by Pirvapaksin B).” 


Tt is in answer to this that we have the third Pirvapaksa (O):— Asa 
matter of fact, the term ‘ Udgdir’ is capable of expressing Plurality (and taking 


| ‘the Plural Number), through the particular action,—that of chanting,—the 
term ‘ Udgdir’ in the Plural literally denoting chanters (Udgdyanti iti Ud: . 


_gatdrah).—'* Who are these several chanters (who are spoken of by the term 
* Udgätrrnäm” in’ the Plural) ?’—They are the three hymn-chanting 


l priests—(1) Prastotr, (2) Udgätr and (3) Pratihartr. Thus by reason of the 
presence of the Plural Number, we conclude that the term ‘ Udgatr’ (with 


the Plural Number) is meant to stand. for those in whom tho inferred 


-action (of chanting) is present. In this manner, both the Plural Number and 
© the term ‘ Udgair’ become explicable.—For these reasons we. nonelnde that k 
the cup is to be eaten out of by: the a he taria i 7 


| 
| 
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SUTRA (26). 


{StppHinta]—In Fact, ALL (THE FOUR SAMAVEDIN PRIESTS, SHOULD 
EAT OUT OF THE CUP); BECAUSE THEY ARE ALL EQUALLY CON- 
NECTED WITH THE (SAMA) VEDA ; AND IT Is FOR A SPECIAL 
REASON THAT THE NAME (‘ UDGATR’) IS RESTRICTED TO 
ONE ONLY (OF THE SAID FOUR SAMAVEDIN PRIESTS). 


All the Samavedin priests—i.e. the three named abave (Prastoir, Udgatr 
and Pratiharir) along with the Subrahmanya Priest—should eat out of the cup. 
—‘ How so?”—~In answer to this, it will not be right to. say— because 
they are connected with chanting’ ;—why so ?—because connection with 
‘Udgdna’ (chanting) is something quite different from connection with 
© *Gdna’ (singing),—‘ Udgdna’ (chanting aloud) being something different 
from ‘Gana’ (singing); ‘Gana’ is mere singing, secular as well as Vedic, while 
the other, < Udgana’, derived from the root ‘ Gai’ (to sing) and the prefix 
‘ut’, is well-known as the name of a particular phase of Séma-chant; now 
the person who does this Sama-chanting and is therefore called the ‘ Udgdtr ’ 
is one. only, and there are not several persons of this name. Thus then, 
it will not be right to say that there shall be several Udgätr priests, as all 
are equally connected with ‘ Sima-chanting ’.—“ What then is the correct 


answer to the question why all the four Sdmavedin priests should eat out | 


of the cup ?”—-The correct answer is that they are all equally connected 


with the Sdma-veda. In this sense an exposition of the Veda is called — 
‘ audgdira’, and several functions are also called ‘ audgdira’; so that one who 


studies the Audgdira exposition, or performs the Audgdtra functions, is 
called the ‘ Udgdir’,.—‘‘ How so ?’’—-It is well-known that the function of 


the Udgätr is called ‘ audgdtra’; and from this it is clear that Udgātr is the _ 


‘performer of the Audgdtra functions. Thus then, if a man knows what 


Udgair is, he at once says, even though it is not explained, that the function. 


pertaining to that Udgdtr is ‘audgatra’; commonly, if one knows the mean- 
ing of the term *audgätra’, he at once says that the performer of the 
audgdtra functions is the ‘ Udgdiy’, even though he may not be told so. 
For instance, if a man knows the person named Udamégha, he at once calls 
his child ‘ awdaméghi’ even without being told so; and. conversely if one 


knows Audaméghi, he at once recognises his father to be Haamnghia, even 


without being told.—Thus then the application of the name ‘ Udgäty ° is 
possible on. the basis of the presens of the ‘audgdira’ functions; and it is 
in this sense that the name ‘ Udgitr’ is applicable to.all the four—Prastotr, 


l Udgätr, Pratiharty and Subrahmanya. In this manner, both the name 
t Udgatr’ and the Plural Number (in ‘ Udgatrrnam’ ) become; explained ; s 


pi and there is, no other objection. to this view. . 


From all this it. follows. that all the. four priests connected witi the oe 


- * Audgatra.’ functions should. eat out of the: Udgdir-Oup. 


In cases where there is some special. reason, Udgatr: priests santo he : 
Priest; just as in the sentence ‘Being — 
the Saman’, the term ‘ Udgdty’ is 


a as exclusive of the Subrabman 
seated, the Udgatr priests hymn with 
: Applied t to those only who ree ane [and not to all who. Perfore the 
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Audgätra functions] —in the same manner we have the sentence ‘ Ud- 
gatiro nipavycharéyuh uttamadyam ésottama’, where the name ‘ Udgair’ 
has been taken to be exclusive of the Subrahmanya Priests. 

[Kumarila does not accept this as the Siddhdnta; according to him the Sid- 
dhénta view is that the eating should be done by all the Samavedin Priests—with 
the exception of the Subrahmanya ; i.e. the Subrahmanya is not to eat the Soma.— 


See Tantravartika, Trans., pp. 1466-1467.—Mandana Mishra accepts Kumirila’s 
view]. ; i 


ApHIKARANA (9): The ‘Gravastut’ Priest also eats 
the Soma. 


SŪTRA (27). 


[PŪRVAPAKŞA]—“‘ FOR THE GRAVASTUT PRIEST, THERE IS TO BE 
NO ‘EATING’, AS NO SUCH ‘EATING’ HAS BEEN LAID DOWN” 


Bhasya. 


At the Jyotistoma sacrifice there is an assistant to the Hoty Priest, named 
* Grdvastut ’.—In regard to him there arises the Uia he to eat the 
Soma or not? 

The Pūrvapaksa view is that “ the Gravastut is not to eat the Somer ; 


=. —why ?—because ‘eating’ for him has nowhere been declared”’. 


This statement that “ eating for the Graivastut has nowhere been de- 


clared ?” has been made by the Pérvapaksin under the impression that the | 


Cup-bearing Priests only are entitled to eat out of the ‘Hariyojana’ cup. 
[‘Hariyojana Cup” is that cup which is taken up with the Mantra ‘ Hari- 
rasi hériyojanah, etc.-—Vaja. Sath. 8. 11.] ' 


SUTRA (28). 


[SippHinta|—Hz SHOULD CERTAINLY EAT OUT OF THE ‘HĀR- 


YOJANA’ CUP ; AS THE CUP HAS BEEN DECLARED TO BE 
CONNECTED WITH ALL (THE PRIESTS). 


Bhasya. 


We think that the Grdvastut is one who should eat out of the Häri- 
yojana’ cup; this is what has been thus declared—‘‘ The cup-bearing Priests 


eat out of the other cups according to the cup held by each—hence of this 


Hariyojana, they are all anxious to partake ” ; from this it follows that if 
: ‘all? are desirous of partaking of the ‘Hariyojana’ cup, the Grdvastut Priest 
also shipuld partake of it. 


_ SUTRA (29). 


[OBJEorion]—“ In REALITY IT IS THE CUP-BEARING Parasts THAT 
. SHOULD BAT (OUT oF THE: < HARIYOJANA | oUt’), = 
-BECAUSE OF JUXTAPOSITION ” 


The = ypatioke t va? rgi in realit; serves to deny the view that. has been 


= expressed v under Sa, 28, 
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The objection is as follows :—‘‘It is not right that’ the Grdvastut should 
eat out of the ‘ Hariyojana Cup’; because the persons. entitled to eat 
out of that cup are the cup-bearing priests, not all the priests (as declared 
under Sü. 28).—‘ How do you get at.this idea ?’—There can be no doubt 
that what the text quoted lays down is a division among the eup-bearing 
priests ; as in the passage quoted, the opening clause says—‘ The cup-bearing 
priests eat out of the other cups according to the cup held by each of them,’— 
and having thus referred to the * eating’ by the Cup-bearing Priests, it goes 
on to add, ‘ hence all of them are desirous of partaking of the Hériyojana 
Cup’ ;—these two clauses form parts of a-single sentence (and are syn- 
tactically connected)—as is indicated by the presence of the term ‘atha’ 
(‘hence’), which must refer to what has gone before; and in the phrase ‘ sarva 
éva’, (‘all of them’), the clear implication of the particle ‘éva’ is that 
the term ‘all’ stands for all those who have been spoken of in the preceding 
clause ;—from all this we conclude that the first clause, ‘the cup-bearing 
priests eat out of the other cups according to the cup held by each’, forms 
‘one sentence’ (i.e. is syntactically connected) with the second clause-—‘ hence 
all of them are desirous of partaking of the Hariyojana Cup’. Thus then, 
the text quoted should be taken as laying down a division among the Cup- 
bearing Priests, who are the persons spoken of in ‘juxtaposition’ to the 
whole sentence; the sense of the whole sentence being that ‘in the case 
of the other cups, the cup-bearing Priests eat according to the cup held by 
each of them, but all of them eat out of the Hariyojana Cup’. eo 


SUTRA (30). 


 [ANSWER|]—IN REALITY, HOWEVER, THE ‘HATING’ SHOULD BE 
TAKEN AS REFERRING TO ALL,—SUCH BEING THE SENSE OF THE 
INJUNOTION ; THE MENTION OF THE ‘ CUP-BEARING | 
` PRIESTS ’ IS ONLY FOR THE PURPOSE OF EULOGIS- 
ina (THE ‘ Haptyosana’ Cup). 


Bhasya. 


-The particle ‘tw’ (‘in reality’) sets aside the view just set forth 
(under Si. 29). It is not right to take the text to mean that ‘only the 
‘cup-bearing priests eat out of the Hariyojana Cup’; because as a matter 
of fact, all the priests are enjoined to eat ;—the words being ‘ Sarvé bhaksa- 
: yanti” (all eat’), which cannot be taken to enjoin the ‘ cup- -bearing Priests ’ 
only to eat. As in that case the sentence would have to be taken as laying © 
down two connections (of the Hariyojana Cup; one with ‘all >, and the. 


A other with the ‘ cup-bearing priests only’); the ee put ae 
the passage therefore must be a different one. 


* What is that different: interpretation 22 

: The first clause, *The cup-bearing Priests eat a of the other cups, > 
according to the cup held by each’, is a mere reference to the well-known’ 

fact that ‘the cup-bearing Priests eat, and that they eat in accordance — 
with the onp held byi each ’: (this 3 sat not Ta in need. of being enon 


ee aAa a 
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in the present passage, having been already enjoined elsewhere]; and the 
second clause lays down (what is not already known) that ‘out of the 
HGriyojana Cup, all the Priests eat’,—not only the cup-bearing Priests. — 

“ What would be the advantage of this interpretation ?” 

The first advantage would be that the term ‘all’ would be taken in 
its natural sense of all priests, and not in its restricted sense (as referring 


to the cup-bearing priests only). The second advantage would be that 


it would not be necessary to: take the single sentence as laying down two 


unknown connections.—For these reasons, this interpretation is certainly 


better than the one suggested (under Si. 29). 

Then, as regards the mention of the ‘ cup-bearing priests” (in the first 
clause),—-it only serves to ‘eulogise ’,—that is, extol,—the Hériyojana Cup ; 
that is to say, the cup-bearing priesis have been mentioned only for the 
purpose of extolling the Hdariyojana Cup. 

“In what way is it extolled ?” 

The sense of the eulogy is as follows—‘ So excellent is the Hariyojana 
cup that all the priests desire to eat out of it, while of the other cups, each 
is eaten out of by only one priest,—these latter therefore are not so ex- 


cellent, being inferior to the Hariyojana Cup’. 


t 


-ADHTKARANA (10): The function of pronouncing the 
syllable ‘ vasat’ entitles one to eat the Soma-remnant. 


SUTRA (31). 


ONE IS ENTITLED TO EAT (SOMA) ALSO BY VIRTUE OF PRONOUNCING 
THE SYLLABLE ‘ VASAT’, 


Bhasya. 


- Question—‘“‘Is the eating of the Soma to be determined only by the 
name (given to the cups) [as explained under Si. 22]?” 
. Answer—-No ; one is entitled to eat Soma also by virtue of pronouncing É 
-he syllable ‘ vagat’; ie. the pronouncing of the syllable ‘ vagat’ is also a 
ground for eating Soma.— How so ?”’—-We know this from. a Shruti-teat, 
-which says—‘ The pronouncer of the syllable vasat is the first to eat’ ;—as 
this.‘ eating by the pronowncer of vagat’ is not something already known, this 
text cannot be taken as enjoining merely the first place to be accorded to 
it ; in fact it should be taken as enjoining the eating as qualified by priority. 
[It is the Hotr priest who pronounces'the syllable ‘vasat’; and in accordance 


with this Adhikarana, he should have an additional share of the Soma to be eaten, 
' by virtue of that pronouncing. ] 


ApDHIKaRANA (11): The ‘offering of oblations into fire’ 
and the ‘ extracting of the Soma-juice’ also entitle 
one to eat Soma. 


‘SUTRA (32). 


ALSO BY VIRTUE OF ‘OFFERING LIBATIONS INTO FIRE’ AND 
‘EXTRACTING THE SOMA-JUICE ’, 


Bhasya. 


© Offering of oblations into fire’ and ‘extracting of Soma-juice’— 
these also are grounds for the eating of Soma.-—‘ How ?’-—We have the 
text—' Havirdhané graévabhirabhisutya, dhavaniyé hutva, pratyatichah parétya 
sadasi bhaksdn bhaksayanti’ [‘In the Havirdhdna Room, having extracted 
the Soma.-juice by means of stones, and having offered an oblation into the 
sacrificial fire, they turn back into the Assembly Room and eat their shares *] 
(cf, Taitti. Sarh. 6. 2. 11. 4).—This text cannot be taken as laying down merely 
the order of the actions mentioned,—i.e. the ‘eating’ is to come after the 


‘ offering of the oblations into fire’ has been done ;—~firstly, because the 4 
‘eating’ itself has not yet been recognised as to be done [and until that is ‘ 
done, its position in the order of sequence cannot be laid down] ;—and > 


; secondly, if the sentence were taken as laying down the order of the ‘ eating’ 
in relation to each of the two acts of ‘offering oblations into fire’ and 


‘ extracting the Soma-juice’,—as expressed by the two terms ‘having ex- 


“tracted the Somia-juice’ and ‘having offered the oblations into fire ’,— 
then, there would be. syntactical split. —Further, the order is already re- 
cognised by the very nature of the acts concerned; [i.e, until the juice has 
been extracted there can be no ‘ offering of it into the fire’, and until the 
‘ offering of the juice into fire’ has been done, there can be no eating of its 
remnant]; as until the use of a substance has been accomplished, it cannot 
be ‘disposed of’ [and ‘ eating’ of the Remnant is only a disposal of it].— 


Nor can the text quoted be taken as laying down the two acts of ‘ offering 
oblations into fire’ and ‘extracting the Soma-juice’ as subsidiary to ae l 


‘eating’; because as a matter of fact, the ‘extracting of the Soma-juice ’ 
is for ihe. purpose of ‘ offering. oblations into fire’, and this ‘ offering of 
oblations into fire’ is for the purpose of securing a particular reward.— 
Hence the text should be taken as laying down the ‘eating’ for the persons 
“who do the ‘extracting of Soma,-juice ’ and the ‘ offering of oblations into 


fire’,—the sense being that those who ‘ extract the pice and.‘ offer. the - 


k ebiason into ah should eat he Soma. i 
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ADHIKARANA (12): The pronouncer of the syllable < vasat’ 
and others should eat Soma out of the Cup belonging 
-to others. 


SUTRA (33). 


[PURVAPAKSA]—‘‘ BECAUSE OF THE DIRECT SPECIFIC DECLARATION - 

WITH REGARD TO THE ‘CUPS’, THE INDEFINITE (GENERAL). 

DECLARATION MUST APPLY TO OTHER CASES 
Bhasya. 
' There is the text—‘Praiiu hotushchamasah, pra brahmanah, pra 
udgdirrnam’. [‘May the Hotr’s Cup come forward, also the Brahman’ s 
Cup and also the Cup of the Udgdirs’.] 
7 In connection with this, there arises the question—(a) Those. who offer 
the oblations into the fire, (b) those who do the extracting of the Soma- 
juice, and (c) those who pronounce the syllable ‘ vasat’ [who have been shown 
in the foregoing adhikaranas to'be entitled to the ‘eating of Soma vb are 
these to eat out of the cups or not? 

On this question, we have the following Pdrvapaksa :—“ They are not 
to eat out of the cups, because the eating out of the cups has been declared 
specifically with regard to the. Cup-bearing Priests—in such definitely specific 
texts as ‘Praitu hotushchamasah, ete? ; as regards the ‘eating’ by those 
who do‘ the offering of oblations into fire’ and those who do ‘ the extracting ` 
of the Soma-j -juice °, it has been spoken of only ina general (indefinite) decla- 
ration (to the effect that ‘ they algo are entitled to the eating ”).—( Question) 

—* All the Soma that is to be ‘ embellished ’ (by the eating) being contained 
in the cups, out of which the Cup-bearing Priests are to eat it,—where would 
there be another occasion when the ‘ eating’ could be done by those others 
who do ‘the offering of oblations inf fire’ and others? That is, where 
would there be the indefinite and general occasion (when those others would 
eat the Soma] ?”’—(Anewer)—That occasion would be in other cases,—i.e. 
in cases where the Cup-bearing Priests would not be there.” : 


SUTRA (34). 


[Swomiwra}—tv REALITY, THERE SHOULD BE (‘EATING’ OUT OF 
THE CUPS BY THE OTHER PRIBSTS) ; BECAUSE THE GROUNDS FOR ` 
-IT ARE PRESENT (IN THEIR OASE. ALSO); AND THERE IS NO 
RESTRICTION IN REGARD TO THE CUPS,—-THE TEXT ONLY — 
MAKING AN AFFIRMATION REGARDING THE PERSONS | : 
(WHO ARE TO DO THE ‘ EATING > (OUT OF- _ 
THS CUPS). — 


Bhäşya. 


The ‘ pronouncer of the syllable vagat’ and the others also are to ‘eat’ ae 


out of the CUS ; because the texts: lay down the ground: for their ' eating ’ ; 
they do not forbid’ them. : 
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Objection—‘‘ But, inasmuch as the- Cup-bearing Priests have been 
specifically and directly mentioned as to eat out of the cups, the others would 
naturally become excluded.” 

Answer—There is no restriction ù in a regard to the cups, the text only making 
an affirmation regarding the persons who are to do the eating out of the cups :— 


that is to say, the words of the text—‘ Praitu hotushchamasah, etc.’ cannot — 


be taken as prohibiting (excluding) ‘the pronouncer of the syllable vagaj * 
and others; because the words are affirmative and injunctive, not negative 
and prohibitive. —From this it follows that ‘the eons taee of the es 
vasat and others also are to eat out of the cupa’. 


SUTRA (35). 


ALSO BECAUSE WE FIND OTHERS ALSO MENTIONED IN 
CONNECTION WITH THE CUPS. 


Bhésya. 


There is a text which speaks of persons other than the Cup-bearing 
Priests as being connected with the cups—‘ Chamasdmshchamasddhua- 
ryavé prayachchhati, tän sa vasatkartré harati’ {‘He hands over the cups 


_ to the Cup-bearing Adhvaryu, and he carries them to the Pronouncer of the 
ayiee vasat ’]; now it is only his own cup that could be carried to the 


‘pronouncer of the syllable vagat’ ;—and there would be no sense in the 


several cups being carried to him if ‘the Pronouncer of the syllable vapaj 


_ and others (offerers of oblations into fire and extracters of Soma- -juice) also 


were not to eat out of those cups.—From this also it follows that all these; 


also are to eat out of the Cups. - 


Aputxarana (13): The ‘Hoty’ Priest is the first to 
eat the Soma-remnant. 
Bhasya. 


Question—‘‘In a case where several priests eat out of the vessel, what 
is the order in which they shall eat ?”’ 

In answer to this question we have the following Adhikar ana,—-of which 
the Parvapaksa is set forth in the following Sūtra :— 


SUTRA (36). 


[PŪRVAPARKŞA]—“ IN THE CASE OF SEVERAL PRIESTS EATING OUT OF 
ONE VESSEL, THE ADHVARYU SHOULD BE THE FIRST TO EAT; 
AS THAT IS THE NATURAL ORDER.” 


Bhasya. 


“Tt is the turn of that priest to eat first in whose hands the Soma is 


` [and as the vessel containing the Soma is in the hands of the Adhvaryu, 


i it is his turn to eat it first]. 
SUTRA (87). 


| (Smpxiwra}—In REALITY, THE Horg PRIEST SHOULD EAT FIRST,— 
AS SUCH IS. THE INDICATION OF THE MANTRA-TEXTS. 


Bhasya: 


In reality, the Hotr Priest should eat first,—-because such is the indica- 
tion of the manira-texts. We have such manitra-texts as—(a) * Hotushchit 
pirvé haviradyamashata’ (Revéda 10. 94. 2), and (b) ‘ Hotéva nah prathamah 
~ pāhi’ (Revéda 5. 43. 3) [where the meaning of (a) is—‘It is only the pounding 
. stones that obtain the Somajuice before the Hotr Priest’, ie. no other 
person gets: it before him; and that of (b): is—‘Please drink first {ot this 
nee Home), like the Hotr priest °]. 


SUTRA (38). 


_ ALso BECAUSE SUCH iB THE DECLARATION, 


Bhägya. 


"We have the declaration he The first eating: is by the Pronouncer — 


‘of the'syllable Vasat’ {and it is the Hotr priest who is this. Pronouncer].— fe 
It would not be right to argue that “this is a mere declaration; and as it 


declares several factors [(1) the. pronouncing of the ‘syllable, (2) the eating, 
and (3) the Promy. no Piimas need attach to -the priory ke soit 
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will not be right to argue thus, because it is this priority that is not already 
known from other sources [the other factors being already known]; and 
hence in regard to this priority, the text cannot be taken as a mere reiterative 
reference ; it must be taken as an injunction. As for there being several 
factors mentioned, it is not difficult for a sentence to enjoin several factors 
when it makes use of ẹ compound to do so. 


SUTRA (39). 


ALSO BECAUSE OF THE ORDER OF SEQUENCE AMONG THE 
GROUNDS. (oF ‘ EATING ’). 


Bhasya. 


Among the various functions that have been declared as entitling the 
priests to eat the Soma,—the first to be performed is the ‘ pronouncing 
of the syllable Vasat’, which is done by the Hotr ;—then comes the ‘ offer- 
ing of oblations into Fire’, which is done by the Adhvaryu;—and by 
virtue of this order of sequence among the ‘ grounds of eating’, the same 
order should be followed in what is done on the basis of these ‘ grounds’, 
and consequently in the order of eating also. 
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ADHIKARANA (14): The Soma is to be ‘ eaten? after 
Invitation. 


SUTRA (40). 


Tue ‘RATING’ IS TO BE DONE AFTER ONE HAS BEEN INVITED 
TO DO SO :—SUCH BEING THE DIRECT DECLARATION. 


Bhasya. 


Now arises the question—When several persons ‘eat’ the Soma out of 
a single vessel, must they receive an invitation to eat before eating? Or they 
may or may not seek invitation ? : 
0 The Parvapaksa being that—‘ it would be much simpler if no invita- 
tion were to be sought for ’,—the Siddhdnta is that one should eat it only — 
after having sought and obtained the invitation to do so.—-Why so ?— 
Because such is the direct declaration—‘ Soma should not be drunk unless 
one has. been called to drink it’; where ‘calling’, stands for ‘ inviting’. 


This Sütra is meant to be introductory (to what follows in the following 
 Sitra) a 


+ DE en re eae 


pea ne 


ADHIKARANA (15): The request for permission to eai 
should be conveyed by means of Védic words. 


| Bhasya. 


It has been concluded that the eating should be done only on invita- 
tion.-—Now arises the question—Is this request for permission to be conveyed 
by means of words of common parlance? Or by means of Védic words ?. 

The Parvapaksa view is that “ there can be no restriction regarding this 
(one may use the Védie words or any other words)”. . 

Against this, we have the Siddhdnia in the following Stra. 


SUTRA (41). 


Tas INVITATION SHOULD BE SOUGHT BY MEANS OF THE MANTRA 


‘ UPAHŪTA UPAHVAYASVA ’; SUCH BEING THE INDICA- 
TION (OF THE Miwrna ITSELF). 


Bhésya. 


The Mantra mentioned is indicative of ‘request for permission’; and — 


on the strength of this indication, it has been declared to be what should 
be used in making the request for invitation ; because mantras are generally 


-employed on the basis of their indicative power. When this manira has 


been thus laid down as to be used, words of common parlance naturally 
become excluded. 


SSE TST SCTE a ST IESE ESSE 


ADHIKARANA (16) : : The answer to the ‘ Request for . 
Invitation’ should be given by means of Védic words. 


SUTRA (42). 


WHEN REQUEST FOR INVITATION IS MADE, THE ANSWER SHOULD 
BE BY MEANS OF SUCH WORDS (OF THE MANTRA) AS. 
MIGHT CONVEY THAT SENSE. 


Bhasya. : 


We have learnt that the request for invitation is to be conveyed by 
means of the manira ‘ Upahitta wpahvayasva ’.—Now there arises the question 
‘as to the form of the answer to the request. Is the answer to be by ordinary 

words ? or by means of this same mantra ? 


The Pirvapaksa view is that “this Védic mantra face been used © 
_ in conveying the request for invitation, the answer should be by means 


of some other words, and those of common parlance ”’. 

In answer to this, the Siddhanta view is that ‘to the merano the 
answer should be by means of this same mantra’. 

Objection—‘ The word * Upahwvayasva’ (meaning ‘invite me please *) 
is indicative of the question (request) [as such, it cannot be used for the 
answer to the request] ”. 

< Answer—The word that precedes the word ‘ wpahvayasva ’—i.e. the 
word ‘upahitah’ (‘ you are invited ’)-—-is the one that indicates the answer, 
and hence can be used as the answer. a 


Objection—“ In: that case, the. order of the words is wrong 3 ; the request. 


_ Should come first, then the answer”. 
|, Answer—On the strength of the meaning conveyed by. the word, the. 
word, though occurring first in the text, would be used as the answer; for 


_ the meaning of the word (being of the nature. of ‘ Direct Assertion’) is 
; always more authoritative than ‘ order ’ Ps 


{eon the request for invitation is to be made with the wai: wpa 


vayasva’ ; and the answer with the > word Se aide -] 


e 


ADHIKARAŅA (17): Request for Permission is necessary in 
the case of men eating out of the same Vessel. 


SUTRA (43). 


Iv SHOULD BE DONE ONLY AMONG PERSONS EATING OUT OF THE / 
SAME VESSEL; AS IT IS ONLY IN THEIR CASE THAT THERE 
IS CONGREGATION. 


Bhasya. 


There arises this furthér question—Should the request, for permission 
be made to any person at random? Or to only one who is to eat out of the 
same vessel? 

The Pirvapaksa view is that——‘‘ as nothing a is said on this 
point, the permission may þe ana from any person ” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnia ~The request for 
permission should be made only among those who are to eat out of the same 


vessel.—Why ?—-Because the request for permission is, in this case, subsidiary ` 
(to the act of eating) ; and the form of this request is that, when one wishes sa 
‘ to do what is to be done by another, he prefers his request to that other 


person, with the words ‘please permit me’ ;—or when one wishes to eat. 


with another person, he makes the mind of this other person favourable © 


towards his joining.—All this is not possible in the case of persons eating. 
out of different vessels ; because in that case, one man does not wish to do 
what should be done by another ;—nor, at dining together, does one join 
another in the eating of the same thing (in case they are eating out of 
different vessels). On the other hand, in'a case where the Soma-juice con- 
tained in a single vessel has to be ‘embellished’ (by ‘ eating’), the most 
equitable division is that the shares should be equal ;—but if they proceed 


to drink it without dividing it equally, it is possible that one drinks what — 


should have been drunk by another; hence in such cases there is need for 
the request for permission (to drink), in some such form as ‘The. proper 
_ thing to dois that you drink one half and I drink the other,—but it is just 


| possible that I may drink more or less than my proper share, please, there- _ 
fore, permit me. to drink’. Or again, the man may make. the request for. 
permission, saying ‘it is possible that in drinking out of the same vessel as 
yourself, I may disturb your peace of mind’ From all this it. follows that. 
the request for permission is. to. be. made only. in the case of persons eating 


out of the same vessel. 


ADHIKARANA (18): The Sacrificer himself should also 
— eat the Soma. 


SUTRA (44). 


{[PURvaPsKsa|—‘ ON THE TRANSFERENCE OF THE ‘ YAJYA’, THE 
‘RATING’, LIKE THE ‘APPOINTMENT’, DOES NOTO 
BECOME TRANSFERRED.” 


Bhasya. 


There is the Jyotistoma sacrifice; in course of it certain sacrifices are 
offered to the Seasons ;—in connection with which we read—‘ Yajamdnasya 
yajya, so’bhiprésyati hotartiadyajati, svayarh vā nisadya yajati’ (‘The Yaya 
mantra (which is ordinarily recited by the Hoty priest) is recited by the 
Sacrificer ;—he says to the Hotr priest—Please offer this sacrifice (to the 
seasons),—or he sits and offers the sacrifice himself ’}. 

In regard to this, there arises the question—In the event of the sacrificer 
himself offering thé sacrifice [and reciting the Ydajyd], is he to eat the Soma 
or not ? 

On this question, there is the following Piérvapaksa— Even though 
the Yäjyä has been transferred (from the Hoty to the Sacrificer), yet the 
eating should not be similarly transferred (from the Hotr to the Sacrificer), 
=the eating should still be done by the Hotr, and not by the Sacrificer.— 
Why so ?—Because the reciting of the Ydjyd-mantra is something quite 
_ different from the eating.; and. the transfererice of one thing need not involve 
the transference of another thing ;—just as on the transference of the Soma. — 
Yajyd (from the Hotr), his ‘appointment’ (as Hotr Priest) does not become 
transferred from him,--so also in the present case [the transference of the 
Yajyd does not mean the transference of the Hating]—[Objection}—‘ The 
direction is that the syllable vasa? is pronounced along with the reciting _ 
of the Yajya ; + so that. where there is reciting of the Ydjyd, there is the pro- 
nouncing of the syllable vagat,—and where there is pronouncing. of the 
syllable vasat, there is eating of Soma’.—It is not so, we reply; the syllable 
ae vasat’ is not a constituent part of the Yajyd-mantra; hence the non- 
` recital of the Yäjyā does not mean the non-pronouncing of the syllable 
vagat. —As for the direction that ‘the syllable vasat is pronounced along 
with the reciting of the Yajya’,—even when the Yajyd is recited by another 
person (the sacrificer), the pronouncing of the syllable vasat may still be done 
by the Hotr [and even so thè pronouncing of the syllable vasat will have been. 
done along with the reciting. of. the Yajyd]; specially as the transference of. the: 
~ Yaqya is done in obedience to the distinct injunction to that effect; not so 
-the transference of the syllable “agat ”; and things that are done according 
to injunctions should be done strictly in. accordance with the injunction ; 


and, as a matter of fact, there i is B injunction in regard to the transference c a 
-the Yajya only.” ee . 
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SÜTRA (45). 


[SippHA4NTA|—IN REALITY, THERE SHOULD BE ‘ HATING’ BY THE 
SACRIFICER, BECAUSE THERE IS TRANSFERENCE (TO 
HIM) OF THE GROUND (FOR ‘ EATING’). 


Bhasya. 


In reality, there should be ‘eating’ by the Sacrificer ;—why ?—because 
there is transference, to him, of the ground for eating. The ‘ ground for eating’ 
is the pronouncing of the syllable ‘ vasat’,—this pronouncing is transferred 
to the Sacrificer when the Yajyd is transferred to him; as there is the text 
that ‘the syllable vasat is pronounced along with the Yajya’—‘‘ But it 
has already been pointed out that at the time the Yajyd is being recited 
by the Sacrificer, the Hoty may be pronouncing the syllable ‘ vasat’ [and 
even so the pronouncing will have been done along with the reciting]”.— 
This is no answer at all. Because, we have the rule that the sacrifice should 
be performed ‘without rest’ (interruption) ;~and the sacrifice is com- 
pleted with the pronouncing of the syllable ‘vasat’, not by the Yajsyd only ; 
—consequently, till the pronouncing of the syllable ‘ vasat’, the sacrificer 
should not rest ;—if this pronouncing of the syllable ‘ vagat’ however, were — 
done by some one else, then during that time the sacrifieer would be resting ; 
so that he would not be offering the sacrifice; and yet what he has been 
enjoined to do is to offer the sacrifice, not merely to recite the Yajyd-mantra ; 


as the injunction is that ‘he himself should sit and offer the sacrifice’, which - 


enjoins the offering of the sacrifice with all its accessories. 


SUTRA. (46). 


AS FOR THE ‘ APPOINTMENT ’, THERE IS NO TRANSFERENCE OF 
IT, BECAUSE IT HAS BEEN ACCOMPLISHED ALREADY, 


Bhasya. 


< It has been argued by the Pérvapakgin that “there can be no trans- 
- ference of. the eating, just as there is no transference of the Appointment”. 
Our answer to that is that the Appointment is not transferred, simply þe- 
‘cause it cannot be transferred; having been. already accomplished, how 
could it be transferred from the Hor ? In fact, if the Appointment were 
done in connection with the Sacrificer, after. the lapse of its prescribed time, 
. it would be most. defective ; and. what is defective cannot accomplish its 


‘purpose. Nor can the Appointment | come in (for the Sacrificer) by the 
general law that ‘ the modification should be performed i in the same manner. 


as its original Archetype ’ it might. be argued that “if that be so, then 
it comes to this that what can. be done brought in by that general law, 
“and what cannot be done is “not. -brough n 


"jour answer is that that is 


only natural. What a text enjoins is. something not already known,—and it- 
enjoined ; ; if inva certain case : 


: has: to be done precisely as it has bee 


ERE 


568 3 ` SHABARA-BHASYA : 


it cannot be done, then it should be done in a case where it can be done; 
it should never be done where it would be defective.—It is for these reasons 
therefore that, while the non-transference of the Appointment is only right and 
proper, there can be no non-transference of the Hating [and the Hating, there- 
fore, has to be done by the Sacrificer, in the case in question]. 


ADHIKARANA (19): The < Fruit-mixture ‘ (Phala-chamasa) 
ts a ‘ modification’ of the sacrificial offering. 
SUTRA (47). 


[POrvaPaksa|—‘ THE FRUIT-MIXTURE SHOULD. BE REGARDED AS A 
CONDITIONAL ‘MODIFICATION’ OF THE SOMA TO BE 
EATEN ; SUCH BEING THE DIRECT ASSERTION 
(OF THE VEDIC TEXT) ”. 


Bhasya. 


In connection with the Jyotistoma, we read—‘ Sa yadi rajanyam 
vaishyam va yajayét, sa yadi somam bibhaksayisét, nyagradhastibhirahriya, 
tah sampisya, dadhani unmrjya, tamasmai bhaksam prayachchhét, na somam’ 
[‘ If one officiates at a sacrifice for a Ksattriya or a Vaishya,—and if these latter 
wish to eat Soma, the Priest shall fetch banyan-shoots, pounder them and 
mix them up with curd,—and offer this to him to eat, not the Soma’). 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Is the ‘Fruit-mixture’ 
a ‘modification’ (i.e. substitute) for the Soma to be eaten? Or for Soma 
to be offered ?—~ i.e. is the Fruit-miature meant to be eaten? Or is it meant _ 
to be the substance offered at the sacrifice ? k 


CO The Parvapakaa view is that “ the Fruit-mixture should be regarded as a A 


conditional ‘ modification’ of the Soma to be eaten; as thus taken, it becomes 
syntactically connected with the ‘ eating’ which is directly mentioned in the | 
text quoted—‘ offer this to him to eat’; in the text we do not find any such 
expression as. that ‘with this fruit-mixture he should offer the sacrifice’. — 
—-From this we conclude that the Fruit-miature is a substitute for the Soma 
to be eaten”? 


SUTRA (48). 


[Stppainra]—In REALITY IT SHOULD BE TREATED AS A ‘ MODIFICA- 
_ TION? (SUBSTITUTE) FOR THE Soma TO BE OFFERED AT THE 
|  SACRIFIOE ; AS THE í ‘ CONSECRATION’ (‘ EMBELLISHMENT ’) 
“IS ALWAYS MEANT FOR WHAT IS TO BE OFFERED. 


-Bhigya. 


‘The Froitamixtuss should. te regarded a asa y mabstibate for. what is to ‘be 3 
offered ;. ie. one should offer the Fruit-mixture abt the sacrifice. Why Bo fo 


t to be a * consecration ’ (‘ embellish- 
Tuit mixture is to be. eaten, then that 


-—The ‘ eating’ ‘of the. ‘Soma is. x 
ment » of the Soma; “BO ‘that - 
ae : must. be a& ‘consecr: 


E N I E 


ishr nent) of the Fruit-mixture; ae 

les if the: Fruit-mixture were. oe 
ng) ‘eating’ were the = 

Teiterative referenco 7 


i a EAE E E N 


e 
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that is made to Soma, in the coustnatiig words of the text ‘not Soma’.— 
On the other hand, if the Fruit-mixture were a substitute for the Soma 
io be offered, then there would be some sense in the ‘ consecration’ of that 
mixture.—From all this, it follows that the Fruit-mixture should be regarded 
as a substitute for the substance to be offered. 

Says the Opponent—‘‘ When there is no connection (in the text) bee 
tween the Fruit-mixture and the verb ‘to sacrifice’, how can it be regarded 

as a substitute for the substance to be offered at a sacrifice 2” l 
_ - Answer—The connection with the verb ‘ to sacrifice’ is there.—How ?— 
What the text says is— If one sacrifices on behalf of a Keattriya or a Vaishya 
he should pounder banyan-shoots and offer it to him to eat’ ;—it is clear 
that the substance described here is meant to be used at this sacrifice ; 
as otherwise, if it were meant solely for the purpose of being eaten, then 
there would be no connection between the first and the second parts of the pas- 
sage quoted. Ifit had been meant that the Soma should be ‘ consecrated’ by 
being eaten, then the expression used (in connection with the Fruit-mixture) 
would have been ‘he should consecrate the banyan-shoots’.—From this it 
follows that the connection (of the mixture) intended primarily is not with 
the eating, and it should be connected with the sacrifice ; as it is the sacrifice 
that is the subject-matter of the whole Context; and hence, there would 
be no incongruity in this connection. 
 Objection—‘‘ Inasmuch as the text contains the words ‘*Tamasmuai 
bhaksam prayachchhét’ [ should offer him to eat’), it is clear that the, mix- 
ture in question should be taken as the means of accomplishing the ‘ eating ’, 
_ not the sacrificing,—by reason of the close proximity of the term ‘ bhakga’ 
(fto eat’). 

Answer—Even though the connection (between, the mixture and the 
eating). is expressed by the words of the text, yet, finding that such a con- 
nection does not serve any useful purpose, we declare that the connection 
(of the mizture) lies with the sacrificing, which is the subject-matter of the 
context. 

Question—"' How then is the mixture to be Cee with the eating t 
[as, certainly it cannot be denied that the mixture is actually meant to be ” 
eaten]? 
<. That the substance used in the sacrifice should be eaten follows from 
the general Injunction itself,—and in this way the mixture secures its connec- _ 
tion with the eating. In fact, the connection with eating also implies connec- — 
tion with the sacrifice ; because it is only when the substance is offered in 
sacrifice that it comes to be ‘bhakea’ (something to be eaten at the sacrifice), 
Hence the declaration in the text that the mixture is to be eaten naturally 
` implies that it is to be offered at the sacrifice ; thus then, the words ‘tama- 
_-smai bhaksam. prayachchhét’ [‘ should offer it to him to eat’] should be 
taken to mean ‘tamasmai bhakgam kuryāt’ [t should- make the mixture 
a substance to be eaten by the. ‘sacrificer at the sacrifice ’], ie. should deal : i 
with itin such a manner as to make it a bhakga, a substance to be eaten | 
-at the sacrifice ; as a matter of fact, it is only when it is offered at the sacrifice 
_ that it becomes a substance tu be eaten at the sacrifice.—From this it follows . 

- that the mixture in question should be aed at the sacrifice. 


w 
2 
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[Kumärila deals with this Sūtra somewhat differently.—See Tantra- 


— vartika—Trans,, pp. 1492-1495.] 


SUTRA (49). - 
ALSO BECAUSE OF THE MENTION OF THE ‘OBLATION INTO THE FIRE’. 
Bhasya. 

In fact we have an injunction laying down a particular ‘ oblation into 
the Fire’ (as to be offered out of the mixture in question)‘ Yada anyam- 
shchamasin juhvati athaitasya darbhatarunakénopahatya juhoti’ [‘ When they 
offer oblations into the Fire out of other Cups, they cover this cup con- 
taining the Fruit-mixture with a fresh shoot of Kusha-grass . and offer 
an oblation out of it into the Fire’]. It is only if the mixture were meant 
to be used as a substance to be offered in the sacrifice, that there could be 
any. occasion for the prescribing of the detail in connection with the oblation 


that it is to be covered with ‘the fresh shoot of Kusha-grass’. From this | 
also it is clear that the mixture in question is to be offered at the sacrifice. 


‘SUTRA (50). 


ALSO BECAUSE TT IS SPOKEN OF AS COEVAL WITH THE Cure 
(or Soma). 


Bhasya. 


We have the text— Yada anyamshchamasin unnayanti athainam 
chamasamunnayanti’ [‘At the time that they hold up the other cups, they 
raise this cup (containing the Fruit-mixture) also’). It is only if the mix- 
ture were meant to be offered in sacrifice that there would be any. occasion 
for the cup being held up; not so if it were only meant to be eaten,—For 
this reason also the mixture should be offered at the sacrifice. 


SUTRA (51). 
l LASTLY, BECAUSE WE FIND INDICATIVES. 


Bhiasya. 


For the following reason also we conclude that the mixture should be 


offered at the sacrifice ?—“ For what reason ?”’—Because we find indica- 


tives :=—— What ‘is this indicative $ °—It is. found in the reference to the 


i prohibition of Soma that we have gt the end of the text-——* He should offer 
the mixture, not. the Soma, for eating’ ; this non-eating of the Soma would 
-be possible only if the mixture were the substance offered at the sacrifice 
T [if the substance offered at the sacrifice were Soma, then there would be no- 


avoidance. of the eating of the Soma, as. what is to be eaten is the ‘ rem- 
nant of the substance used at the sacrifice °]. From all this we conclude 
that the mixture in question should be taken as to be offered at the sacrifice. 


ADHIKARANA (20): In the case of the cups ata Keatiriya’ s 
Sacrifice also, the Brahmanas are to ‘attend upon’ 
(eat out of) them. 


SUTRA (52). 


[Porvarpaksa|—‘‘ THE CHARACTER OF THOSE ‘ APPROACHING ° 
THE CUP SHOULD BE REGULATED BY THE CASTE (OF 
. THE SacRIFICER).” 


Bhésya. - 


In connection with the Dashapéya sacrifice, which is a part of the 
Rajasiiya sacrifice, we read—‘ Shatam brahmandh soman bhaksayantt, dasha- 
dashaikaikachamasamanuprasarpantt’ [CA hundred Brahmanas eat the 
Soma, ten persons shall approach each of the cups’). 

In regard to this there arises the question—In a case where the ‘cup’ 
has been prepared for a Kenttriya sacrificer, should also the persons 
‘approaching’ the Cup be Ksatiriyas ? or should they be Brahmanas ? 

_ On this question we have the following Piirvapaksa :—‘ They must be 
Kgattriyas ;—why ?—because the sentence ‘Ten persons shall attend 
upon each Cup’ lays down the number of persons ‘approaching’ the cup ; 

this number ‘ten’ being laid down in connection with the Keatiriya caste, 
the: caste ‘ Ksattriya’ remains the constant factor; hence the ten 
 Kgattriyas should ‘approach’ the cup ;—so that among the ‘ hundred’, 
there would be Keatiriyas as well as Brahmanas [ten being Ksattriyas and the 
rest Brahmanas],—the mention of the number ‘hundred’ being a mere reitera- 
tive reference, so far as the ten Keattriyas are concerned; and the sentence 
‘a hundred eat the Soma’ also being very much like a reiterative reference. 


-—From all this it follows that Ksattriyas should ‘ approach’ [i.e eat out of]. 


the Cup prepared for the Ksatiriya sacrificer—Some people urge here the 
following ohjection—‘ It would be very wrong for Bra&hmanas and Ksattriyas 
to eat out of the same cup ’.—But there can be no harm in this, as it has 
been declared that in the case of Soma, there is no ‘ pollution’ at all.” 


SUTRA 33): 


[Spogli oie REALITY, THEY SHOULD BE BrinManas ; 
-THE va TEXT - BEING BQUALLY APPLICABLE TO BOTH, 


| Bhigya. 


The persons apeh. the cup prepared for the Kgattriya sacrificer — 


should be Brdhmanas ;—why 1—because, by Direct Assertion, the Injunctive 
text ‘a hundred Brahmanas eat the Soma’ lays down the number‘ hundred’ 
as pertaining to Brahmanas ;: ‘thus there being these * hundred Braélunanas * 
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(who are to eat the Soma), what the second sentence ‘ Ten persons, ete. etc.’, 
does is to lay down that when these hundred Brahmanas proceed to ‘ ap- 
proach’ (i.e. eat out of) the cups, the number for each cup should be ten’; hence 
the meaning is that of the ‘hundred Braéhmanas’, ten Braéhmanas should 
‘approach’ the cup prepared for the Ksattriya sacrificer. 

{Kumarila does not approve of this presentation of the Adhikarana (Tantra- 
vartika—Trans., p. 1500): he has explained it in a different manner; for which 
see Tantravartika—Trans., pp. 1502-1504.) ' 


End of Pada v of Adhydya III. 


ADHYAYA TOI. 
PADA VI. 
ADHIKARANA (1): The injunction regarding the ‘Sruva’ 
being made of ‘ Khadira-wood’, and such other injunc- — 


tions, should be taken as appertaining to the Primary 
Sacrifice (Archetype). | 


SUTRA (1). 


[Porvapaksa|—‘' THE IMPLEMENTS MUST APPERTAIN TO ALL SACRIFICES, 
BECAUSE THEY DO NOT OCCUR IN THE CONTEXT OF ANY PARTICULAR 
SACRIFICE [I1.E. IS ISOLATED]. 


Bhasya. 


[We have dealt so far with such accessories as are amenable to one or more 


out of the six means of cognition,—Direct Assertion, Indicative Power, Syntactical 


Connection, Context, Order and Name; —we now proceed to discuss those that i 


are not amenable to any of these means of cognition.] 


Without reference to any particular sacrifice, we find the following 
isolated injunctions—(a) * Yasya khddirah sruvo bhavati sa chhandasdiméva 


raséndvadyati sarasd asya dhutayo bhavanti’ [t If one uses the Sruva of 


Khadira wood, he sacrifices with the very essence of the Vedas, all his obla- 
tions become juicy’];—(b) ‘ Yasya parnamayi juhiirbhavati na sa papam 
shlokam shrnoti `. [t He whose Juhi is made of Paldsha wood hears no evil 
word '] (Taitti. Sarh. 3. 5. 7.1), and such others. 


In regard to these, there arises the question—Do the two things that 
are laid down here—i.e. ‘ that the Sruva should be of Khadira wood’ and 
‘that the Juhi should be made of Paldsha wood ’—find place in (appertain 
~to) the Primary sacrifice. paar only ? or in the Archetype as well 
- as in the Eetype ? 


` On this question we have the folldwisig Pirvapakea :— The injunctions 
: appertain to all sacrifices, because they do not occur in the Context of any sacri- 
fice ;—i.6. such injunctions should appertain to the Archetype as well as 
‘the Ectype ;—why ?—because they do not occur in the context of any particular 
sacrifice (i.e. they are isolated) ; that i is, they are not found under any such 
contest as deals with any particular saer ifice; and on the strength of 
Syntactical Connection a the injunctive, texts: hemel an); they must apper- 
tain to all sacrifices ” l 
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| SUTRA (2). 
[SrppHinta]—IN REALITY, THEY SHOULD APPERTAIN TO THE 
ARCHETYPE ONLY, AS ONLY THUS THERE WOULD BE NO 
(SUPERFLUOUS) REPETITION, 


Bhasya. 


In reality, all those implements that are prescribed without reference 
to any particular sacrifice are to find place in the Archetypal Sacrifice ;— 
why ?—because it is only thus that there would be no superfluous repetition ; 
that is, it is only when they are related to the Archetype that needless 
repetition is avoided.—“ What is the harm if there is repetition ? °—_ 
Impossibility, we answer; that is to say, if something finds place in the 
Archetype as well as the Ectype, it must find place in the Archetype ;—but what 
finds place in the Archetype comes into the Ectype on the strength of the 
general law (that ‘the Ectype is to be done in the same manner as the 
Archetype ’) ;—hence (for the purpose of being connected with that thing) 
the Ectype does not stand in need of any such isolated injunction as the 
one under consideration ;—from which it follows that such an injunction can- 


not lay down anything for the Ectype. It is for this reason that we say that 


what. i is enjoined is for the Archetype only. 


SUTRA (3). 


[Says THE PUrvapaxsin|—‘ BUT, INASMUCH AS THE THING IN QUES- 
TION FINDS PLACE IN THE HOTYPE ON THE STRENGTH OF THE 
INJUNCTION ITSELF,—WHAT COMES TO IT UNDER THE - 
GENERAL LAW MUST BE THINGS OTHER THAN WHAT 
COMES TO IT THROUGH THE INJUNCTION UNDER 
. CONSIDERATION ”’ 


Bhasya. 


[Says the Pirvapaksin|—“‘ We still say that since the injunction. in 


question does not occur in the context of any particular sacrifice, it must 


appertain to both the Archetype and the Ectype.—As for the argument 
that the thing enjoined would come into the Ectype under the general law | 


(that the Ectype is to be done in the same manner as the Archetype),—our 


answer is that (it is the other way about), when the thing has already come; 
into the Ectype by virtue of the isolated Injunction to that effect, it does 
not stand in need of that ‘thing coming to it under the said general law. 


Hence what the general law can bring: into the Ectype will be all other 
‘details except the one that has- come into it already through the isolated 


injunction under consideration. —Then. again, the fact that the Sruva: (at 


all sacrifices including the Eetype) is to be of Khadira wood is laid down 
_ directly by the perceptible Injunction: under. consideration, while if it were 
_ to come into the Eotype tieronen the cm law, that would at. best be only 


met 
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an inference; and Perception is always more authoritative than Inference. 
—For all these reasons we conclude that the isolated Injunction (which does 
not occur in the context of any sac. ua. appertains to both the Archetype 
and the Ectype.” ; 


: SUTRA (4). 


“Tr IT IS URGED BY THE SIDDHANTIN THAT—‘ IN VIEW OF A 
PERCEPTIBLE FACT [THE GENERAL LAW IS TO BE 
TREATED AS MORE AUTHORITATIVE THAN 
THE ISOLATED INJUNCTION] ’—[THEN 
OUR ANSWER WOULD BE AS IN 
TEE NEXT SOrRa].” 


Bhasya. 


t The Siddhantin might argue as follows :—‘ If the isolated Injunction were 
more authoritative than the general law (that the Eetypeis to be done like the 
Archetype), then a thing having come into the Ectype by virtue of that 
Injunction, it would not stand in need of the general law; so that when 
all the needs of the Eetype will have been supplied in this manner, there 
would be no application of the general law at all;—and under these 
_ circumstances, there would be no possibility of our finding the Praydjas per- 

formed at the Hetype (at which the Praydjas come in from the Archetype 
only by virtue of the general law); but in fact, we do actually find the 
. Praydjas at the Ectype; as is indicated by the text ‘Prayajé prayājē 
krsnalam juhoti’ {* At each Praydja one should offer the oblation of a gold 
“piece into the fire ’] (Taitti. Sarh. 2. 3. 2. 3).—On the other hand, if the 


general law is more authoritative than an isolated Tn junction, then’ the- 


perceiv@d fact (of the Prayajas being present at the Eetype) becomes plainly 
explicable.—From all this we conclude that the isolated injunction apper-. 
< tains to the Archetype only.’ / ; 
! Our answer to this argument of the Siddhantin would be as follows s- 


SUTRA (5). 
[Pūrva Pars S  REIOINDER]— “THAT CANNOT BE: AS THE 
ISOLATED INJUNCTION LAYS DOWN ONLY ONE THING 
Bhasya. 


s The isolated ‘lnjupotion in 1 question. cannot appertain to the Archetype 
only ; it must appertain to all sacrifices ; for the simple reason that it does 
not occur in the context of any particular sacrifice. It has been argued that 
if the Eetype has all its needs fulfilled by the isolated injunction, there can be 


“ono application of the general law. But this is not right; because the isolated 


Injunction does not render the. general law unnecessary ; in fact, it is only 
when the Sruva has come into the Ectype by virtue of the general law,-- 
that the fact of its being made of Khadira-wood is laid down by the isolated 
injunction; so that if the general law were not there (to admit the Sruva 
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into the Ectype), the isolated Injunction would not be applicable at all 
[as there would be nothing that could be of Khkadira-wood];—-nor can the 
isolated Injunction be taken .as prescribing the use of the Sruva and also 
the fact of its being made of Khadira-wood ;—why ?—because the Injunction 
lays down only one thing; the injunction that ‘he who uses a Sruva of 
Khadira-wood, ete.’ lays down only one thing; andit does not lay down the 
Sruva, as well as the fact of its being made of Khadira-wood; all that the 
text does lay down is the fact of its being made of Khadira-wood with regard 
to the Sruva which latter has already come in (by the general law),—Thus 
then there is use for the general law, which lays down all those other details - 
which are not laid down by the directly perceptible isolated Injunction.— 
From all this it follows that the isolated Injunction appertains to both the 
Archetype and the Ectype.” 


SUTRA (6). 
“Tt? MIGHT BE URGED (BY THE SIDDHANTIN) THAT ‘THE INJUNCTION 
IN QUESTION [IS ENTIRELY LIKE THAT OF THE INJUNCTION OF 
OTHER ACCESSORIES OF THE ARCHETYPE]’ ;—[OUR ANSWER 


TO THIS WOULD BE AS SET FORTH IN 
THE NEXT SUrRa].” 


Bhdasya. 


“The Siddhdntin may argue as follows :—‘ The Injunction in question is _ 


just like the other injunctions bearing upon the Archetype. For instance, 
the accessories of the Archetype are laid down in detailed as well as in 
abbreviated form ; for instance, when it is said “ offers the five Praydjas”’, 
it is in an abbreviated form ; but when the same is said in the form “ Samidho 
yajati, etc.” (Taitti. Sarn. 2.. 6. 1. 1) [where all the Prayadjas are separately 
named], it is in a detailed form ;—in the case under consideration also, 
when it is said “ He whose Sruva is made of Khadira-wood, ete. ete.’’, it 
is in a detailed form ; but when it is said “ He whose Sruva is of this shape ”, 
it is in an abbreviated form.—Such is the kind of injunction that we find 
in connection with the Archetype.—Now the injunction under discussion 
also is of this same kind ;—hence it follows that this injunction also pertains 
to the Archetype. This is a. pure inference from the Universal to the 
Particular.—From all this it follows that the isolated injunction Apperiine 
to the; Archetype.” 
“Our answer to this reasoning is as oye —_ 


“SUTRA o. 


H PURVAPAKSÍR’S s ANSWER TO THE SIDDHÄNTIN’ S ARGUMENT IN 
Se SO c] ana ae IS NOT SO ; AS IT 18 A CASE OF SIMPLE 
= : oe: | SIMILARITY.’ 
|  Bhégya. 
; “Tt cannot i as a above. Such inferences from the. Universal 
to the Particular. as have been put forward above do not prove anything ; 


387 
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all that is true is that there is some similarity between the injunctions bearing 
upon the Archetype and the Injunction under consideration ; there is nothing 
to prove that this latter pertains to the Archetype.—Then again, in con- 
nection with the Ectype also, there are accessories enjoined in detailed and 
abbreviated forms ; for instance—when it is said that ‘ there are three obla- 
tions into the fire’ (Taitti. Sarh. 2. 3. 9. 3), it is in an abbreviated form; and 
when the injunction proceeds tolay down the mantras with which these obla- 
tions are offered,—such as ‘ Amanamasyaémanasya devah, etc.’ [Taitti. Sarn. 
9, 3. 9. 3], it is ina detailed form.—Thus it is found that isolated Injunctions 
are similar also to the injunctions bearing upon the Ectype.—From all this it 
follows that what is put forward by the Siddhantin (under Si. 6) is no reason 
for holding that what is enjoined in the isolated injunction should find place 
in the Archetype.” 

[Of Sttras 6 and 7, Kumarila has suggested a second interpretation— 
see Tantravartika—Trans. - pp. 1509-1510.) 


SUTRA (8). 


[SipDHANTIN’S FINAL ANSWER TO THE PŪRVAPAKSA]—IN REALITY, 
THERE BEING A CONFLICT OF OPINION IN REGARD TO THE ECTYPE,—— 
INASMUCH AS WHATEVER IS LAID DOWN BY THE GENERAL 
LAW APPLIES IN ITS ENTIRETY (TO THE ECTYPE);—WHAT 
IS ENJOINED IN THE ISOLATED INJUNCTION 
MUST APPERTAIN TO THE ARCHETYPE, 


Bhasya. 


The particle ‘tu’ (‘in reality’) rejects the view set forth above. 
What we hold is that the isolated Injunction does not pertain to all sacrifices 
(Archetype as well as Ectype);—why ?—because whatever is laid down by 
-the general law applies in its entirety to the ctype ; i.e. the general law brings 
-to the Ectype the entire procedure, and the needs of the Ectype and its 
resultant Apiirva cannot all be fulfilled by the isolated Injunction ; specially 
because it is evident from Syniactical Connection that what is laid down in 
the isolated Injunction (Le. being made of Khadira-wood) is in connection 
with the implements, and not with the (ectypal) sacrifices (directly); and 
| these sacrifices stand in need. of help from the Archetype, through the clear 
indication of the Géneral Law ; and hence it is with the Archetype that they 
become syntactically connected. Thus it is that what can supply all. the 
needs of the Eetype are the accessories of the Archetype, not any isolated 
Injunctions, It is necessary therefore that the General Law should. be 
brought into operation ;—and when the General Law becomes operative, 
. there is no need for the application. of the isolated Injunction. In fact, in 


->the absence of ‘ Context’ or any other indicative of connection, even though 


the isolated Injunction were operative, it could not become connected with ` 
the Eetype. For these reasons the isolated Injunction can have no con- 
nection with the ectypal action.—Thus then, there being a conflict of opinion 
in regard to the ‘mukhya’, the sacrifice in question,—i.e. the Ectype,—as 


ADHYAYA It, PADA VI, ADHIKARANA (1). l 579 


to whether it is supplemented by the isolated Injunction, or by the 
archetypal accessories; —it follows, on the strength of the General Law, that 
it is supplemented by the archetypal accessories ; and under the circumstances, 
the isolated Injunction cannot apply to it.—From all this it follows that 
the isolated Injunction pertains to the Archetype. 


ADHIKARANA (2): The number ‘ seventeen’ connected with 
the ‘Sdmidhéni’ mantras appertains to the Ectype: 
Exception to Adhi. (1). — 


SUTRA (9). 


ON ACCOUNT OF THE PECULIARITY OF THE CONTEXT, THE NUMBER MUST 
PERTAIN TO THE ECTYPE; AS IT WOULD BE INCOMPATIBLE 
(WITH THE ACCESSORIES OF THE ARCHETYPE). 


Bhasya. 


Without reference to any particular sacrifice, the extent of the Sāmi- 
dhënī Mantras is thus declared—‘ Sapiadasha Sdmidhéniranubriydt’ [‘ one 
should recite the seventeen Sdmidhént Mantras’] (Aita, Bra. 1. 1). 


[The mantras beginning. with ‘ Pravovaja abhidyavah -Rgveda 3. 27. 1—are 
called ‘ SGmidheni’,‘ Kindling ’, because they are recited at the time of kindling the 
Sacrificial Fire. The number of these is eleven ; but in connection with their roci- 
tation, several numbers—15, 17 and so forth—are found to be laid down; these. 
numbers are made up by some of the same mantras being repeated twice or 


— thrice.}— 


Jn regard to this there arises the question—Does this injunction (of 
the number ‘seventeen ’) pertain to the Archetype or the Ectype ? 

On. this question, we have the Parvapaksa view that, “in accordance 
‘with the principle of the foregoing Adhikarana, the number ‘ seventeen ’ should 
appertain to the Archetype ; and that as ‘ fifteen’ is the number definitely 
prescribed in connection with the Archetype, there should be an option [i.e. 
one may recite either seventeen or fifteen Samidhéni Mantras] ”. 

Against this Pirvapaksa, we have the following Siddhanta :—Injunctions 
like the one under consideration should appertain to the Eetype ;—why ? 
—because the Archetype has all its requirements fulfilled by the number 
‘fifteen ’.—‘“‘ But we have already pointed out that there would be an 
` option (between ‘ fifteen’ and ‘seventeen ’).”—On account of the peculiarity 

of the Context, there can be no option between ‘ fifteen’ and ‘seventeen’ 
(in, regard to the Archetype); specially because the two injunctions differ 
entirely i in their character; [the ‘fifteen’ being enjoined in the special con- 
text of the Archetype itself, while ‘seventeen’ is enjoined in an isolated 
‘injunction. —As regards the Ectype, however, the admission of the number 
t fifteen’ into it would: be based upon Inference (on the strength of the 
p general law that ‘ the Ectype is to be done in the same manner as the Arche- 
type’), and this number therefore would he set aside by the directly perceived. 
Injunction of the number * seventeen’, which therefore would find place 
in that Retype. In this manner there would be no needless repetition 
~ gither (as was found in the foregoing Adhikarana) and the Injunction of. the 
entire performance | would. thus become Pood up, without auy needless: 
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repetition [such as was found in the preceding Adhikarana]—From all 
this it follows that Injunctions like the one we have been considering 
appertain to the Ectype. l 

[Kumārila is not satisfied with this presentation of the Aarona ; 
he proposes a somewhat different interpretation, see Tantravärtika—Trans., 
pp. 1515-1516.] 


ADHIKARANA (8): Accessories like the Milking Vessel 
appertain to the Archetype: An exception to the 
foregoing Adhikarana. 


SUTRA (10). 


ALL THAT IS ‘CONDITIONAL’ SHOULD FIND PLACE IN THE ARCHETYPE ; 
THIS CHANGE OF THE ORIGINAL’ BEING DUE TO THE 
MENTION OF THE SPECIAL CONDITION. 


Bhasya. 


In connection with the Darshapirnamésa it is laid down—‘If the 
sacrificer is desirous of acquiring cattle, water should be carried in the milking 
vessel.’—-Similarly in connection with animal dedicated to Agni-Soma, we — 
find the following declaration, in reference to the sacrificial. post—‘If one 
desires Brahmic glory, he should make the sacrificial post of Bilva wood ’ 
‘[Taitti. Sarh. 2. 1. 8. 1]. , 

In regard to such texts, there arises the question—In regard to | 
(conditional) injunctions, like these, there arises the quecugphanid they 
find place in the Archetype or in the Ectype ? 

The Pirvapaksa view is that “they should find place in. the Ectype ; 
because the requirements of the Archetype have been fulfilled by means of 


(a) the other vessel (Ohamasa, cup, which is enjoined specially in regard 


_ to the Archetype, Darshapiirnamdsa (in the case of the first text), and (b) 
(in the cage of the second text) the other Sacrificial post (ie. that made of 
Khadira wood, which is enjoined specially in connection with the Archetype, 
Jyotigtoma) [which leaves no room for the ‘ milking vessel’ and the ‘ Bilia 
wood ”]. 

In answer to thia Pirvapaksa, we bave the following Siddhanta—What 
is conditional pertains to the Archetype ; because it has been enjoined with 
special reference to the condition ; (b) the Sacrificial Post made of Khadira 
or Palisha or Rohitaka has been enjoined in a general way (without 
= reference to any conditions or circumstances) (in connection with the 
Jyotistoma); (a) so also has the ‘Cup’ been enjoined (in connection with 
Darshapirnamdsa, as to be used for keeping water near the Ahavaniya fire) ; 
while (b) the Bilva wood (for the Post) and the Milking Vessel (for the carrying 
of water) have been laid down with reference to special conditions (that 
of (a) being desirous of ‘ ‘Brahmie glory’ and of (b) being desirous of 
-obtaining Cattle); and a special Injunction always sets aside a general one. 
As regards ‘ Context’, that is common to all actions (Archetype and Ectype) ; 
the presence of the ‘condition’, however, is something very special ;—and 
what comes into a sacrifice through the general injunction does so only 
‘indirectly, by. having recourse to indirect indication [the general term being 
taken as indirectly standing for the special thing]; on the other hand, what 
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comes through a special injunction does so through the perceptible Direct 
Assertion ;—and Direct Assertion is always more authoritative than 
Indirect Indication ;—and what is perceptible is more authoritative than what 
is not-perceptible.—lor these reasons the articles enjoined are to find place 
in the Archetype only [and at the Hctype, the Cup shall always be used for 
the keeping of water, as is going to be decided under 8. 1. 24]. 


Avuikaraya (4): The ‘ Fire-installation’ ts not auxiliary 
to the ‘ Pavamana’ Sacrifice. 


SUTRA (11). 


[POrvaraksa|—‘‘ ON ACCOUNT OF THE ‘ CONTEXT’, THE FIRE-INSTALLA- 
TION MUST BE REGARDED AS AUXILIARY TO THE SACRIFICE 
(PAVAMĀNA).” 


Bhasya. 


[Hitherto we have been dealing with Injunctions admittedly ‘isolated’, not 
occurring in the context of any particular sacrifice ; we are now going to deal with 


an Injunction which, though apparently occurring in the ‘context of a particular 
sacrifice, has to be treated as an ‘isolated’ one.] 


There are the Pavamana sacrifices spoken of in the texts—‘ Agnayé 
astiakapdlam nirvapéi—Agnayé pdvakaya—Agnayée shuchayé’ [Taitti. Sam. 
2, 2. 4, 2];—~in the ‘context’ of these same sacrifices, we find the injunc- 
tion that ‘During the spring, the Brahmana shall install the fires’ (Tari 
‘Bra. 1. 1. 2, 6). | 

In regard. to this, there arises the question—Is the Fire- installation’ for 
the purpose of (auxiliary to) the Pavamdna sacrifices, or not ? : 

© On this question, the Parvapaksa view is that—‘ Fire-installation is . 
for the purpose of the Pavamdna sacrifices ;—why ?—on account of the ` 
context ; that is, it is found to be spoken of in the context, of these sacri- 
fices, and hence it must be regarded as being subservient to their purpose ” 


SUTRA (12). 


[Smpsiwra]—THar CANNOT BEJ AS IN REALITY, THE PAVAMANA 
SACRIFIONS THAMSELVES ARE PERFORMED FOR THE PURPOSE 
oF THE ‘ FIRE’, 


Bhasya. 


As a matter ‘of fact, the Pavamdana sacrifices are eaid for the 
3 purpose of (consecrating) the Fire. If the Fire were for the purpose of 
{auxiliary to) the Sacrifice, then the Fire-installation, as auxiliary to the Fire, 
could be regarded as helping the sacrifices; but the sacrifices in question 
{Pavamdna) do not bring about any results; so that the Fire- installation 
(if auxiliary to those sacrifices) would also be useless,—‘ But why should 
the Pavamdna sacrifices be regarded as auxiliary to the Fire ?’’—Simply — 
because they serve no purpose at all, while the Fires serve a distinctly 
useful purpose.—Though the sacrifices are to be accomplished, yet they . 
could be performed for the purpose of the Fires which are accomplished 
entities ; Though “ordinarily it is. the. accomplished entity that serves the 
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purpose of what is yet to be accomplished]|.—From all this, it follows that 
Fire-installation is not auxiliary to the Pavamdna sacrifices. 


SUTRA (13). 
‘ ALSO BECAUSE WE FIND AN INDICATION. 
 Bhasya. 


There is an indicative text which shows that the Pavumdna sacrifices 
are performed for the purpose of the Fires.—‘* What is that indicative text ?” 
—It is as follows—‘ Jiryati vā ésa Ghitah pashuryadagnih, tadétdanyéva 
agnytihéyasya havimsi sarhvatsard nirvapét, tēna vd ésa na jiryati, tenainam 
purnarnavam karoti, tanna sitksmam’ (see Taitti. Sam. 1. 5..7. 8) [The 
Fire that has been installed droops ; hence these offerings should be made at 
the end of a year, in connection with the Fire-installation; by this the 
Fire does not droop; it makes it fresh, and it is no longer small °], [where the 
offerings, by which the Pavamdna sacrifices are meant, are clearly spoken of 
as helping the Fire that has been installed]. 


ADHIKARANA (5): The Fire-installation is auxiliary to all 
Sacrifices. 


SUTRA (14). 


[PŪRVAPAKŞA]— “THE E E oF ‘ FIRE- INSTALLATION ’ SHOULD BE 
TAKEN AS PERTAINING TO THE ARCHETYPE, —JUST LIKE OTHER 
ISOLATED INJUNCTIONS.” — 


Bhéasya. 


In regard to the ‘ Fire-installation’ referred to in the foregoing Adhi- 
` karana, there arises the question—Is the Pire-installation ens to the 
Archetype only, or to all sacrifices ? - 
The Pirvapaksa view is that “it is auxiliary to the Archetype only ;— 
why ?—~just like other isolated injunctions ; i.e. just for the same reason for 
which other isolated injunctions Peran to the Archetype (see Sü, 10, above)”. 


SÜTRA (15). 


[SrppHAntal—IN REALITY, THE i Lian Gamera IS AUXILIARY 
TO ALL SACRIFICHS, BECAUSE IT ‘HAS ITS OWN TIME’ 
: for, according to Tantravartika, p. 1530, ‘has 
been enjoined by itself independently ”). 


Bhäşya. 


In reality the ‘Installation’ should be taken as auxiliary to all sacri- 
fices." What is the meaning of this ? ”—The meaning is that the ‘ Installa- 


o- tion? is for the sake of the Fire which is used at all sacrifices. As a matter of 


fact, this ‘Installation’ has not beén enjoined in reference to the Arche- 

_typal Sacrifices; nor is there any ‘ Direct Assertion’, or, ‘Indication ’, or 

. ‘Syntactical Connection’; or ‘Context’, or ‘Order’, or ‘ Name ’,—which 

_ points to the ‘ Installation’ being an auxiliary to any particular sacrifice. As 
regards the ‘ other isolated injunctions’, as applied to any particular factor, 
-it is only after its auxiliary character has been recognised by some other 
means, that we proceed to consider whether the factors are auxiliaries to the 

. Archetype or to the Ectype ; hence in their case it is only right [that they 
should be taken as auxiliary to the Archetype on the grounds set forth . 
under Si. 10],—In the case in question, however, there are no grounds for 

believing that the ‘ Installation ° is auxiliary to any sacrifice ; hence it is 
regarded as being done for the sake of the ‘Fire’, not for the sake of any 

- ‘action’ (sacrifice); and as the ‘ Fires’ are for the purpose of all sacrifices (as 

- shown under 3. 7. 39), we declare that the ‘Installation’ also must. be for 
the purpose of (and aan to). all sacrifices. [This is going to be definitely. 
established under 11. os Pot ee : as 
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Further, the ‘Installation’ has got its ‘own time’ definitely laid down 
(in the injunction ‘ The Bréhmana should install the Fires during the spring’). 
This should not have been so laid down (if the installation were auxiliary to 
any particular sacrifice); for (if it were auxiliary to the Jyotistoma), it would 
have to be performed whenever the Jyotistoma is performed ;—and this could 
no! always be the ‘spring’; similarly (if it were auxiliary to the Darsha- 
Pirnamdsa) it should have to be performed whenever the Darsha-Piirnamdsa 
are performed ;—and this would be either the Moonless Day or the Full- 
moon Day [not the ‘ spring ’].—On the other hand, if the ‘ Installation’ is not 
auxiliary to any such Archetypes, then it would not be done necessarily at the 
performance of those Archetypes; and in that case, a separate injunction 
of the time for it would be only right and proper.—For these reasons the 
‘ Installation’ cannot be regarded as auxiliary to any particular Archetype. 


ADHIKARANA (6): The Pavamdna Sacrifices should be 
offered in the unconsecrated Fire. 
SUTRA (16). 

[Porvaraxsa}— <‘ Tar CONSECRATED FIRE SHOULD COME INTO THE 
PAVAMANA SACRIFICES FROM THE ARCHETYPE,—JUST AS THE 
PRAYAJAS DO. 

Bhasya. 

There are the Pavamédna sacrifices laid down in the texts—‘ Agnayé 
pavamaniya, ete.’ (Taitti. Sar. 2. 2. 4. 2), 

In regard to these there arises the question—Are the Pavamdna sacrifices 
to be offered in the Fire that has been consecrated by means of the Pava- 
mana sacrifices, or in one not so consecrated ? 

On this question, we have the following Pérvapaksa—‘‘ To the Pana: 
mäna sacrifices, the Fire sanctified by means of the Pavamédna sacrifices 
- should come in from the Archetype ;—why ?—on the strength of the general 
law (that ‘ the Retype should be performed in the manner of the Archetype Ys. 
—just as the Praydjas do; ie. just as the Praydjas come into the Pava- 


mana sacrifices by virtue of the general law, even so would the Fires sancti- 
fied by the Pavamdna sacrifices also come into them”. 


SUTRA (17). 


i 


[SIDDHEÄNTA]—IN. REALITY IT CANNOT BE SO; AS THE Pavamina 
SACRIFIOES THEMSELVES ARE FOR THE VERY PURPOSE OF 
CONSECRATING THE FIRES. 


Bhasya. 


In reality at the Pavaména sacrifices themselves, there can be no 
consecration of the Fires by means of those same sacrifices—Why ?—Because 
the Pavaména sacrifices themselves are for the very purpose of consecrating the 
Fires ; ic. when the Pavamdna sacrifices are performed, they are performed 
for the purpose of consecrating the Fires ; what is brought in by virtue of 
- the general law is what is auxiliary to the Archetype; [ie. it is only an 
auxiliary to the archetypal sacrifice, Darshe- Pirnamasa, that can come into. 
its ectypes] ;—the consecration done by means of the Pavamana sacrifices 
is for the sake of the Fires; it is not an auxiliary to the Darsha-Pirnamdsa ; 
hence it cannot be brought in by virtue of the general. law.—Further, 
by their very nature, the Pavamdna sacrifices need an Archetype which is 
devoid of the consecration brought about by those sacrifices; for the 
simple reason that the Pavamdna. sacrifices have not been enjoined as to 
be performed at the time fof the sacrifice which would be the Archetype of 
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those. sacrifices), [these sacrifices would therefore not be there at all). 
[From all this it follows that the Pavamdna sacrifices are to be performed in 
Fires which have undergone the simple consecration of ‘installation’, and 
which have not undergone the further consecration through the Pavamdna 
sacrifices—T'antravariika—Trans., pp. 1533-1534.] 


+ 


ApDHIKARANA (7): The ‘Upakarana’ and other rites are 
to be performed_only in connection with the 
< Agnisomiya’ animal.’ 


SOTRA (18). 


[PORVAPAKSA (A)]j—“ WHAT IS LAID DOWN IN CONNECTION WITH ANIMALS 
SHOULD APPLY EQUALLY TO ALL THE ANIMALS, AS THERE 
IS NO DIFFERENCE IN THE ConTEXT.” 


“Bhasya. 


At the Jyotig toma sacrifice, there are three animals—(1) the Agnisomiya, 
mentioned in the text ‘ Yo diksito yalagnisomiyam pashumélabhaté’ (Taitti. 
Sarh. 6. 1. 11. 6), (2) the Savaniya, and (3) the Anubandhya. There are also 
certain details to be performed in connection with. the animals, such as—(a) 
Updkaranam [Touching the animal with the two mantras beginning with 
‘ Prajapatérjayamanah, ete.” (Taitti. Sarh. 3. 1. 4. 1) and ‘Imam pashum, ete.’ 
(Ibid-)], (0) Upanayanam [Bringing forward], (c) Aksayd-bandhah [Tying with 
a rope], (d) Yūpë niyojanam [Fettering to the Sacrificial Post], (e) Sanjia- | 
panam [Suffocating'to death], (f) Vishasanam [Dissecting], and so forth. — 

In connection with these details there arises the question—Are these 
to be performed in connection with all the three animals—Agnisomiya, 
Savaniya; and Anubandhya? Or with the two, Agnigomiya and Savaniya ? 
Or with the Agnisomiya only ? ; | ; 
. The Pirvapaksa view (A) is as follows :—‘‘ They should be performed 
in connection with all the three animals, as there is no difference in the con- 
text.—What is this non-difference ?—It is this, that all the animals have been . 
spoken of in one and the same context, that of the Jyotistoma ; and as all 
of them are mentioned in that same context, all the details laid down in 
connection with the animals become connected with all the three animals, 
and. there can be no differentiation among them.” . 

In answer to this Parvapakga (A), we put forward the following view 
which is Pirvapakea (B):—‘‘ All these details should belong to the Savaniya 
animal. only. The injunction regarding. the animals could appertain 
equally to all the animals only if there were no distinction in regard to their 
“context; as a matter of fact, however, there is a distinction in their context, 
inasmuch as the details relating to. the animals have been laid down in the 
‘'sub-context dealing with the. Savaniya animals, in the following text—. 
. © Agnbyah pashuragnistomé — dlabhyah, agnéyo hyagnistomah ;  aindrdgnah 
-7 pashurukthyé  dlabhyah, aindragnéni hyukthani ; aindro vrsnih: sodashini 

x alabhyah, aindro vai vrsnih aindrah sodashi ; sdrasvati mesi atiratré dlabhyi, 

vag vai sarasvati’ (Shatapatha Bra. 4. 2. 5. 14),—and so on, all the details ` 
_Yelating to the animals are laid down. “From this it follows that, on account 

of this special context, the details. should be performed in connection with — 
-the Savaniya animal only.” ae 
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[In answer to this Pirvapaksa (B), we have the following Sūtra, which 
sets forth a view which has been regarded as Pérvapaksa.(C).|— 


SUTRA (19). 


[Porvapagsa (C)|—** ON ACCOUNT oF ITs POSITION, [THE DETAILS 
‘SHOULD BE PERFORMED] IN CONNECTION yun THE 
PREVIOUS (AGNISOMIYA) ANIMAL ALSO.” 


Bhasya. 


“Tt has been asserted that on account of the Contevt, the details should 
be taken as to be performed in connection with the Savaniya animals. This 
; we accept; but we have to add that on account of Position, they should be 
performed in connection with the Agnisomiya also; as the details are laid 
down in connection with the Auwpavasathya (Fourth) Day, whose position 
in the order of sequence is the same as that of the Agnisomiya. Hence 
the details should be performed in connection with both (the Savaniya as 
well as the Agnisomiya).”’ 


SUTRA (20). 


: (Srppaginra]—AcoorDine TO SOME VEDIC TEXTS, [THE ‘SAVANIYA’ 
ANIMALS: ARE SPOKEN OF] IN CONNECTION WITH THE FOLLOWING 
_ DAY; IN THAT CASE, ITS MENTION IN CONNECTION WITH 
THE PREVIOUS DAY IS TO BE TAKEN AS MEANT FOR 
THE PURPOSE OF LAYING DOWN CERTAIN 
ACCESSORY DETAILS. 


Bhdsya. 


According to some Vedic Recensions, the: Savaniya animals are spoken 
of in connection with the following day ; and in view of this, the text quoted . 
is to be taken as laying down certain accessory. details.—~‘‘ What. is that 
accessory detail for the purpose of laying down which there is the Text 
(that speaks of the Savaniya as. connected with the previous day) 2 
- The answer to this is as follows—Having named the animals, the Text goes 

on to say—' Yathd vai matsyo’vidito janamavadhunuté Eram va be aprajndya- 
mand janamavadhunvaté’ [t Just as an unknown fish strikes and shakes a 
‘man in water, in the same manner these animals if unknown strike and 
_ shake the people’];—then there arises the question—in what way are the 

“Soma-extractions to be connected with the animals ?—and it is in answer 
to this that the‘ extraction of the. omentum ’ is laid down as the accessory 
detail (connecting the Soma- extraction with the animals) ; so that it is for the 
purpose of laying down this accessory ‘detail (of the ‘ extraction of the omen- 
tum’) that we have the text (speaking: of the Savaniya animal in connection 
with the previous day); asit is only thus. that this text becomes Ayniaatoally 
connected with the ‘ extraction. of the ‘omentum’ . 

ie What if “it is so? >» 
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Well, if it is so, then the details laid down in connection with the animals 
cannot be taken, on the strength of ‘ Context’, as pertaining to the Savaniya 
animals,—they have to be taken as pertaining to the Agnisomiya animal 
only, on the strength of ‘ Order’ (Position). _ 

Question— Which is that text which speaks of the 5 Seanad in connec- 
- tion with the ‘following day’ ?” : 

Answer—The text is— Ashvinam graham grhātvā irortā gëpam pariviya 
adgnéyam savaniyam pashumupakaroti. ’. l 

[The Siddhdnta position may be thus explained (see Saadiivohanaahintonikd, 
pp. 997-998)—First of all, the context of the Savaniya animals being first and fore- 
most is found in only some recensional texts, not in all; under the circumstances, 
` the force of the ‘ Context’ loses all its force........ The aim of the Context is to., 
lay down for the first time how the ‘extraction of the omentum’ of the animal 
isto be done, and how it is to be prepared for offering in sacrifice; and it is only 
incidentally that the Savaniya animal is mentioned ; and why this animal has been 
incidentally mentioned is to be thus explained—As a matter of fact, the work to be 
done on two days is all described together,—i.e. what is to be done on the following 
day is described along with what is to be done on the previous day. For instance, 
first of all the Agnizomiya animal is prepared and killed and its omentum. ex- 
tracted ; next the Savaniya animal is to be prepared and killed and the Soma-juice 
is to be extracted ;—but this latter is done on the ‘following day °, called the 
‘ Sutydha’?; while the Agnisomiya animal is prepared and killed and its omentum 
extracted’ on the day previous to this, which previous day is called the Aupavasathya 
day [described in Shatapatha-Brd. 1.1.1. 7, as the day on which the Vishvédévas 
come to dwell with the sacrificer in the hope that he will offer sacrifices to them 
on the following day]. It is clear from this that the Agnisomiya animal is dealt — 
with first,—then the Savaniya animal.—The Savaniya animal is mentioned in the 
Context of the Agnisomiya animal, simply for the purpose of laying down the 
. details of the ‘extraction of the omentum’ of the Savaniya animal. That the 
Savaniya animal is. to be dealt with on the following day is clear from the text 
i Ashvinam graham grhtina, ete.’] 


SUTRA (21). 


[Opsection|—* WHat THE TEXT QUOTED (‘ AsHvinam GRAHAM, ETC.’) 
DOES IS TO ENJOIN THE TIME FOR WHAT HAS BEEN TRANSFERRED 
BY THE ‘ EXTRACTION OF THE OMENTUM’ ” ;—IF THIS IS 
“URGED [BY THE PURVAPAKSIN, THEN THE ANSWER IS AS 
GIVEN IN THE FOLLOWING ol 


Bhasy ya. 


- [Says the Pūrvapakşin}—“ It is not right to assert that, on the strength 
: a ‘Order’, the details in question should be taken as pertaining to the 
ae Agnisomiya animal ; because in reality, on the strength of the ‘ Context’, 
they should be taken as pertaining to the Savaniya animal, As a matter 
of fact, when the Savaniya is mentioned in connection with the previous 
day, it is mentioned for being enjoined, and all that the text speaking of the 
‘ Ashvina’ (i.e. the text quoted by the Siddhantin, ‘ Ashvinam graham, ete.’ 
as indicating the connection with. the following day) does is to lay down 
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the particular detail of Time.—“ How ?”-—Well, the text lays down the 
time for what has been ‘ transferred’ by the ‘ extraction of the omentum’. 
In fact, the ‘ extraction of the omentum’ having been laid down in con- 
nection with the Morning Extraction of Soma-juice, the killing of the animal- 
(from which the omentum has to be extracted) also naturally falls on the 
same day; but the exact time for it not being known, the text quoted 
‘ Ashvinam graham, ete.’ lays down the precise time only.—As for ‘ tying 
of the threefold rope round the sacrificial post’, this is mentioned only by 
way of reference to what has been already laid down elsewhere ; if it were 
not.so, then the text quoted would contain the injunction of the said ‘ tying 
of the rope’ and also the injunction of the ‘ Updkarana’ of the Savaniya 
animal; and in this way, there would be a syntactical split.—For these reasons 
the details in question should be taken s as pertaining to the Savaniya animal 
only.” 

{If the Siddhantin thinks that there is no ‘ Context’ of the Savaniya, he 
is very much mistaken; because as a matter of fact, the original appearance 
of the Savaniya animal is due to the previous sentence ‘ Agnéyamajam, etc.’ 
(see Text quoted under Sü. 18); then the sentence ‘ Vapayd pracharanti’ 
transfers the ‘extraction of the animal’s omentum’ to a subsequent occasion ; 
and lastly, the exact time for it being still unknown, the sentence dshvinan graham, 
etc.’ lays down that time. That is to say, the sentence ‘ Vapayd pratahsavant 
pracharanti’ transfers the principal detail—that of Extraction of the omentum— _ 
to a subsequent occasion; and inasmuch as the accessories must follow their 
Principal, the other details, such as killing and the rest, also become transformed 
to the subsequent occasion. But with all this, there still remains an uncertainty 
as to the exact time, and then the time ‘immediately following upon the holding 
of the Ashvina Cup’ comes to be laid down by the sentence ‘ Ashvinam graham, 
ete.’. Thus it is this last sentence which serves the purpose of laying down the | 
accessory detail of Time. If this sentence were not taken as laying down the time 
for the killing, etc. of the Savaniya animal, it would have to be taken as laying 
down the time for (1) the ‘Tying of the Rope round the Post’, (2) the Upakarana 
of the animal, and (3). the sacrifice with all ita material, Deity, ete.; and this 
multiplicity of enjoined things would cause an objectionable syntactical split., ... 

faces The ‘sense of the Bhdsya comes to be this—If it were not as explained. by 
the Purvapaksin, then the sentence ‘ Ashvinam graham, etc.’ would have to be taken 
as laying down, in regard to the ‘Tying’, something in connection with which 
the ‘threefold rope’ and the particular time could be enjoined ; and the phrase 
‘updkaranasya cha’ (Bhdsya) means that the time laid down would be for the 
Upakarana also. . Hence, inasmuch as this text is found to serve the. purpose 
k laying down the necessary accessories, it has to be admitted that there is 
‘Context’ pertaining to the Rawanda animals.—Taniravartika—Trans., pp. 
die 1542, l 


SUTRA (22). s 
fiw o TO THE PŪRVAPAKŞIN’S opsncrion|—THar. CANNOT BE; AS 
WHAT IS TRANSFERRED IS ONLY A PART OF THE ANIMAL, 

vs - Bhāsyo. 8 


It cannot ee as it has been. urged by the Pūrvapakşin; ; in réality: on the 
strength of the ‘ Order ; ; the detaile i in noa must. be = as ‘Pertaining. 
38 
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to the Agnisomiya animal. As for the mention of the Savaniya in connec- 
tion. with the time at which the Ashvina Cup is taken up,—that is for the 
. purpose of actually enjoining the Savaniya itself; if it were taken as laying 
down accessories of the Savaniya, then there would be a syntactical split ; 
not so when it is taken as enjoining the Savaniya itself. It is not possible 
for the text ‘ Ashvinam graham, etc.’ to be taken as laying down the time 
for what has been transferred by the ‘extraction of the omentum’; ` be- 
cause the omentum is only one part (of the animal); and hence it could 
transfer only those details which come after the preparation of the omen- 
tum, and not the Upakdrana of the animal (which comes before the 
‘extraction of the omentum `). 


SUTRA (23). 


[OBsECTION]}— “Tan PRANGTERHRON] MAY BE DUE TO THE NATURE 
OF THE BUSINESS ITSELF ’’—IF THIS BE URGED [THEN OUR ANSWER 
WOULD BE AS GIVEN IN THE FOLLOWING SUTRA]. 


Bhasya. 


Says the Opponent—‘“ [If the transference could not be due to the 
‘ extraction’ of the omentum °], then it could be due to the nature of the. 
business,—and for the Savaniya thus transferred, the time would be taken 


p _ as enjoined by the sentence ‘Ashvinam graham, ete.. This ‘nature of the 
business’ is indicated by the text—‘ Mustind pidhdya vapoddharanam Gsita 


& vapahomat’ (Covering the extracted omentum with the first, he should 
sit there till the omentum is offered into the Fire’]; now if the ‘ extraction 
of the omentum’ were done on the previous (i.e. fourth) day and if it were 
. Offered. into the fire on the following (i.e. the fifth) day, then it would mean 
that the man would have to keep the omentum covered with his fist and 
sit down continuously for two days; and certainly no one could do this ; 
for it would be necessary for him to find time to take his food and have 
some TES) etc.” 


SUTRA (24). 


“Tsar OANNOT .BE.> AS WHAT IS. SUGGESTED WOULD BE POSSIBLE 
ONLY IF THERE WERE AN INCONGRUITY IN THE Vepro Text. 


Bhasya. 


"What has been suggested by the Parvapakein is not possible. It could 
‘be so only if the doing of the ‘Extraction of the omentum’ on the 
“previous day and the offering on the following—involved an incongruity in 
the Vedic text ;—as it is however, there i is no such incongruity in the Veda ; 
vas it is quite possible to.‘ cover the omentum’ with a fistful of grass, or a 
em of. leaves {in which case there would be no such incongruity as that 
Of the man. having to remain sitting for two days, ete} 
ee Objection—' But the text contains the word ‘dsita’, which means 
that the man should remain iina B 


i 
i 
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Answer—The root ‘äs’ does not always mean to sit; in fact it is also 


‘used in the sense of neutrality or indifference (rest); as we find in such 


assertions as ‘Grhydni parigrhya dste’, ‘ Ksetrani parigrhya dasté’ [‘ Having 
received the household utensils, he rests’, ‘ Having received lands, he rests °], 
where the root ‘ds’ denotes something which is noi—sitting, ie. cessation 
of activity (resting). In the text in question also, this same sense would be 
applicable—the man, having covered the omentum with a fistful of grass or 
of leaves may (rest) remain inactive.—From all this it follows that the 
text speaking of the time of the holding of the Ashvina Cup serves to enjoin 
the Savaniya;.so that the details regarding the animals do not appear 
in the ‘Context’ of the Savaniya animals, and as such, they cannot be 
regarded as pertaining to the Soa animals. 


SUTRA (25). 


THUS THEN, BY VIRTUE OF ITS ‘ POSITION’, THE DETAILS IN QUESTION 
MUST APPERTAIN TO THE PREVIOUS (I.E. AGNISOMIYA) ANIMAL ; 
SPECIALLY AS THE CONSECRATION (BROUGHT ABOUT BY 
THE SAID DETAILS) IS MEANT FOR THE SAKE 

. OF THAT ANIMAL. 


Bhasya. 


It has been seen that there is no ‘Context’ of the Savaniya animals ; 
—such being the case, for reasons already stated before (in Si. 19),—i.e. 
on account of its ‘ position’,—the details should appertain to the previous— 
ie the Agnisomiya—animal ;—specially as the. consecration (brought 
about by the details in question) is for the sake of the Animal-sacrifice, 
not. for the Jyotistoma sacrifice. In the event of its being for the sake of 
the Jyotistoma sacrifice, there would be no difference among the three animals 
(as regards the. admissibility of the details in question to one or the other). 
As a matter of fact, however, the animal-sacrifices also, being not already 
enjoined elsewhere, have the capacity of admitting the details in question, 
—and as- such it is these to whom the ‘Context’ belongs.—For these reasons, 


- on the ground of. ‘ Order’ (Position), the details. in question should be 


regarded as appertaining to the Agnisomiya animal. 


SUTRA (2 6). 
Arso BECAUSE WE FIND INDICATIVES. 
| Bhäsya. 


4 


“For the following reasons also we ‘sonelude that the: details relating’ to 


-the animals appertain to the Agnisomiya animal. =—“ For what reason ? == 


Because we find indications ; i.e. there is a text indicative of the aoe idea: 
‘: Vapaya pratahsavané charanti, ‘purodashéna mädhyandinē savané’* [* The 


omentum is to be ore at the Morhing Priraahon, and the Cake. at the ; 
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. Midday. Extraction ’];—this text speaks of the ‘animal-offering’ (in the 
shape of the omentum) and the ‘Cake’ [and as such indicates that the 
details in question should appertain to the Agnisomiya animal only].—If it 
did not do so, and if the details belonged in common to all the three animals 
[or even two of them—adds: the Tantravdrtika], then there would be this 
difficulty that the ‘Cake’ (mentioned in the text. just quoted) could not 
have any connection with the Savaniya animal; because the ‘Cake’ has 
been regarded as consecratory of the two deities, Agni and Soma conjoinily 
(not of Agni singly, which is the deity of the Savaniya); and by reason of 
this special capacity of the Cake (to consecrate the joint deities), it would 
naturally connect itself with the Agnisomiya animal (which also is connected 

_ with the same two deities jointly), and not with the Savaniya (which being 
related to Agni only) can have no connection with the two deities Agni 
and Soma jointly. This same fact is also indicated (by the text quoted).— 
From this also, it follows that the details in question should appertain to the 
Agnisomiya [and the details accruing to the Savaniya would be only such as 
would come to it under the general law—says Tantravartika]. 


SUTRA (27). 


THE TEXT [SPEAKING OF THE ‘COVERING OF THE HOLES ’] I8 
NOT INJUNCTIVE ; IT IS PURELY DECLARATORY. 


Bhasya. 


This Sūtra is in anticipation of a few words from the Opponent, who 
-> gays-—‘ The Cake-offering [which serves the purpose of consecrating the 
two deities Agni-Soma may not apply to the Savaniya animal; but] as 
serving the purpose of ‘ covering up the holes’ [as mentioned in the Vedic 
` texte Sugiro vä tarhi pashuh, ete] (it may find a place with the 
Savaniya animal)’’,—[It is in answer to this that we have the Sūtra which 
means: that] what is suggested is not possible; because the text quoted 
is not injunctive, it is purely declaratory; that is, the text does not 
enjoin the ‘ Cake-offering’ for the purpose of ‘covering the holes’; in 
fact, it is only a declaration, as has already been explained [under pddaii, 
of Discourse I, where it has been shown that such passages as are argumenta- 
tive, setting forth a reason for a certain thing, cannot be regarded as 
injunctive], Consequently the ‘Cake-offering’ must be treated as serving the 
purpose of consecrating the deities; and on that account, it is only when 
the Cake-offering appertains to the Agnisomiya animal that it is possible 
for it to be found at the time of dealing with the Savaniya animal (which 
follows after that of the Agnigomiya), and not on the ground that it apper- 
tains, in common, to both (the Agnisomiya and the Savaniya).—From all- 
this it follows that the details Tatna. to the animals appertain to the 
Agnigomiya animal mr l 


f] 


ADHIKARANA (8): Details like the ‘ Fetching of the Branch? 


appertain to both * Milkings’. 
| SUTRA (28). 


[Pérvapacsa|—‘‘ BETWEEN THE TWO ‘MILKINGS’® THAT WHICH 
IS SIMPLY BOILED (AND NOT MADE INTO CURD) SHOULD BE 
© UNCONNECTED (WITH THE DETAILS),—BECAUSE OF 
THE DIFFERENCE IN THE TIME.” 


| Bhasya. 


[In connection with the Darsha-Pairnamdsa, the cows are milked twice] 


there is one milking in the previous evening and another milking in the 


` morning.—There are also certain accessory details laid down in connection 


with ‘milking ’—-such as ‘fetching the branch’ (for driving the calf away 
from the cow), ‘bringing in of the cow’, ‘making the milk of the cow 
flow’, ‘ milking’ and so forth. 

-In connection with these, there arises the question—Are these details 


to be performed in connection with the Evening-milking only, or with both. 


rnilkings ? 


: On this the Parvapaksa view is as follows :—‘ Between the two milkings, 
that which is simply boiled (and not made into curd, i.e. the morning milking) 
should not be connected with the details ;—why ?—because the ‘ Fetching of, the 

' Branch’ and other details have been laid down in the same ‘ order’ as the 


Evening-milking, in connection with the Aupavasathya (i.e. Previous) day ; 
on the same (previous) day is the Hvening-milking also done.—Hence on the 
strength of ‘ Order’, the details relating to the milking should be performed 
in connection with the Hvening-milking only [this. milk being made into 
curd used on the following day ’’]. 


SUTRA (29). 


(Smppiwra}—In REALITY [rmi DETAILS APPERTAIN TO BOTH MILKINGS | 


BECAUSE THERE IS NO DIFFERENCE IN THE ‘ CONTEXT: AND 
THE INJUNCTION OF THE TIME. APPLIES TO THE ACTION 
ALONG WITH ALL THE DETAILS. 


- Bhagya. 


-The ‘Context’ is common to both ; zit belonke as much to the curd 
88 to the milk; and ‘Context 3 is. more authoritative than. * Order’ (on. 
which latter the Parvapakea view is based) ; ; therefore the details laid down 


in connection with milking should. appertain to both milkings. —Further, 
it is not that the Evening-milking i is laid down. as to be done on the previous 


day ;——** when then 1 as a matter of fact, it is laid opa as to be done 


RE RES TE e ET 
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on the following day. —“ How so ? ”—The text bearing on the subject 
is as. follows—‘‘ Aindram dadhi amäāväsyäyām, aindrampayah amāväsyäyāäm.” 
[‘ The Curd dedicated to Indra, on the Amavasya day; the milk dedicated 
to Indra, on the Amdvasyé day ’] (Taitti. Sarh. 2. 5. 4. 1); wherein both the 
milkings are enjoined as to be done along with all details on the Amdvisyd 
day. Even so, however, the evening-milking is done on the previous day 
by reason of the exigencies of the case; ie. it is the very nature of the curd 
that it starts (with the milking) on the previous day and is finally made up on 
the following day. Thus it is not true that the details have been laid down 
in the ‘Order’ of the Evening-Milking (which is the premise upon which the- 
Pirvapaksa is based)—From all this it follows that the details i in question 
. appertain to both Milkings. 


ADHIKARANA (9): Details like : placing `, ‘washing’ 
and the rest appertain to all three < Extractions’. 
SUTRA (30). 


SIMILARLY THE VESSELS ARE TO BE TAKEN AS LAID DOWN 
IN CONNECTION WITH OTHER ‘ EXTRACTIONS’ ALSO. 


Bhasya. 


There is the Jyotistoma sacrifice laid down in the text— J yotistoména 
svargakdmo yajéta’ (Taitti, Sara. 6. 5. 2. 2)—In reference to this sacrifice, 
‘ten vessels,—the ‘ Aindravdyava’ (Dedicated to Indra-Vayu) and the rest, 
are laid down in connection with the Morning-Extraction [there being 
three ‘ extractions’ of the Soma-juice, in the morning, in the evening and at 
midday]; in regard to these vessels certain details have been . prescribed, 
such as—(a) ‘ Upopté anyé grahdh sddyanté, anupopté dhruvah’, [The other 
vessels are placed on a raised ground, the Dhruv vessel is placed on 
ground not raised], and (b) ‘ Dashdpavitréna graham sammarsti’ [‘ Cleanses | 
the vessel with the hem of the garment’]—-Apart from these ten, there 
are other vessels, laid down in connection with the Midday Extractions 
and others again in connection with the third (Evening) Extraction. l 

Now, in regard to the vessels used at the Midday Extraction and those 
used at the Evening Extractions there arises the question—should the 


details (of Placing and Cleansing) be performed in connection with all- | 


vessels ? or only in connection with those (ten) that are used at the 
Morning-Extraction ? . 

The Pirvapaksa view is that “the Details should be performed only in 
connection with those used at the Morning Extraction, not with any. others ; 
because it is in the ‘Order’ (Position) of the Morning. Extraction ma the 
Details have been laid down.” 

On this we have the following Siddhdnta—To other Extractions than 
the Morning one,—i.e. to the Midday Extraction and at the third Extraction 
—also, the injunction of the vessels (and what is to be done to them) is . 
applicable, in the same manner as in the previous Adhikarana. That is, 
the ‘Context’ is one and the same for all the three Extractions,—and it is 
in that same ‘Context’ that the details in. question have been laid down ; 
—through ‘ Syntactical Connection ’ also, the details are connected with 
every one of the vessels (used at the three. Extractions) ;—-and both ‘ Syntac- l 
tical Connection’ and ‘Context’ are more authoritative than ‘Order’.— - 
. Hence it follows that the details laid down in connection with the vessels 
appertain to all the vessels that: are used at the three Extractions. 


ADHIKARANA (10): The ‘ Threefoldness of the Rope’ 
pertains to all anim ale 


SUTRA (31). 


Tae ROPE ALSO [PERTAINS TO ALL], SPECIALLY AS WE FIND 
INDICATIVES TO THAT EFFECT. 


Bhéasya. 


At the J yotistoma, the Aynisomiya is one of the animals used, as laid 
down in the text—‘ Yo diksito yadagnisomiyam pashumdlabhéta’ (Taitti. 
Sarn. 6. 1. 11. 6);—in connection with this we find mentioned the ‘ Rope’, 
as also certain details relating to the Rope, in the text-—* The Rope is 
l flrosiold ; it is made of Kusha-grass; it should be made of well-beaten 
prass ’, 


In regard to the se, there arises the question-—Do these details appertain 


in common to the Rope of the Agnisomiya animal, as well as to that of the. 


Savaniya animal? Or to the rope of the Agnisomiya animal only ? 
~The Pareapaksa view is that “through the ‘Context’, they should 
appertain to the Rope of the Agnisomiya animal only ” 
Against this, we have the following Siddhdnta ahs details appertain 
‘in common to both (the Rope of the Agnisomiya as well as the Rope of the 
Savaniya) why. %—because we find indicatives to that effect,—the indicative 
text declaring——' Ashvinam graham grhited trerila yiipam pariviya dgnéyam 
pashumupakaroti’. [t Taking up the vessel dedicated: to the Ashvins, and 
covering the Post with the threefold rope; one touches the animal dedicated 
to Agni, i.e. the Savaniya animal]; wherein the Rope is indicated as to be used 
for the ‘ Covering ° of the Post for the Savaniya animal; and this indication 
would be possible only if the Rope and its details were common to both 


the animals. If it appertained to the Agnisomiya animal only, then it would ` 


have become excluded from the ‘Covering’ of the Post in connection 
with the Savaniya animal, which ‘ covering ’ is different from the ‘ covering’ 
done in connection with the Archetype: then again, the ‘covering of the 
Post’ done in connection with Savaniya is totally different from. the 
‘covering’ done at the Archetype, and yet we find ‘ threefoldness ’ men- 
tioned in connection with it.—How so ?—Well, we find the text— Taking 
up the vessel dedicated to the Ashvins, and going out, he covers the Post’ ; 
—such being the case, if the Rope did not appertain in common to the 
Agnigomiya and the Savaniya, then. it would follow that the ‘Covering’ 
(in connection with the Savaniya) should be done with a piece of cloth ; 


and yet the text indicates the Rope (by the mention of ‘ threefoldness ’).—_ 


. Hence it follows that the Rope is common to both the animals ;—and when 

` the Rope is common, the details relating to it should also be common.— 
Thus it is that the fact of the Rope being common to both is shown by the 
. indicative text.—** But what is m reason here ee froni the indication— 


ADHYAYA II, PADA VI, ADHIKARANA (10). 601 


in support of the Siddhanta) ?%—The reason is that EE Context’, 
the Rope and its details should appertain to the Post of the Agrisemuja 
animal only, while through ‘Syntactical Connection’, they should apper- 
tain to every Post ieonneotoe, with the Agnisomiya ‘as well as the Savaniye 
animal). 


ADHIKAHANA (11): Details like ‘Placing’ should be 
done to the ‘ Amshu’ and the ‘ Adabhya’ also. | 


SUTRA (32). 


[PŪRVAPAKŞA]—“ WHAT IS ENJOINED AT A DISTANCE CANNOT 
BE CONNECTED WITH THE OTHER DETAILS, BECAUSE OF 
NON-PROXIMITY ”’ 


Bhasya. 


There are certain vessels ‘enjoined at a distance’ from the Jyotistoma 
(i.e. ina totally different context),—-such, for instance, as the vessels Amshu 
and Addabhya, which have been enjoined in the section dealing with the 
Aupasada-Anuvadkyd (which is a section far removed from the section dealing 
with the Jyotistoma), 

In regard to these vessels (Amshu and Adadbhya), there arises the question 
— Should the details (Placing, Cleansing, and so forth) laid down in connection 
with vessels used at the Jyotigtoma be performed in connection with the 
` Amshu and the Adabhya, or not ? 

The Pirvapaksa view is as follows :—“ The said details are not to be 
formed in connection with the Amshu and the Addbhya,—because of non- 


~ proximity; in the case of the ‘boiling’ laid down in the text— One boils : 
what is dedicated to Mitra-Varuna’ (Tai. S. 6. 4. 8. 2)—we find. that 


boiling is done only to that cup which is dedicated to Mitra-Varuna, 
and not to all the cups; in the same manner, all the details under 
consideration should be done to those vessels only that. are mentioned in the 
same Context (of the Jyotistoma), and not to all vessels ” 


SUTRA (33). 


IN REALITY, THE VESSELS NOT MENTIONED IN THE SAME CONTEXT ALSO 


SHOULD BE CONNECTED WITH THE DETAILS IN QUESTION; AS 
THOSE VESSELS ALSO ARE OF USE AT IT (THE JYOTISTOMA 
SACRIFICE) ; SPECIALLY AS WHAT IS AUXILIARY TO A 
SACRIFICE MUST APPLY TO ALL THAT IS OF 

USE AT THAT SACRIFICE. 


Bhasgya.. 
A vessel like the yoy ne and’ Adabhya, even. fhongté not mentioned 


in the same Context (of the Jyotistoma), should be connected with the details 


in question ;—why ?— because ‘ e Connection ’ is more authorita- 
tive than ‘ Context’. : 


Objection—‘“ Tf these details were performed elsewhere (in Sono hon 
„with another sacrifice), they could not help the Jyotistoma, in any way ”. 


“oe du wee erica eam 
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Answer—They would certainly help the Jyotistoma,—because. the | 
Amshu and the Adabhya are of use at it;—i.e. they are of use at the Jyotis- 
toma. Then again, the details relating to the vessel is of the nature of 
‘ auxiliary’, and as such, through the vessel, they would help the Jyotistoma ; 
and as many vessels would be serviceable | at the Jyotistoma,—to all these. 
the details in question should appertain.—From this we conclude that the 
details laid down in connection with the vessels should be performed in 
connection with the Amshu and the Addbhya also. 


- SUTRA (34). 


THERE COULD BE RESTRICTION ONLY IF THERE WERE A DIRECT 
: l DECLARATION TO THAT EFFECT. 


Bhäsya. 


What has been said by the Parvapakgin (under Sù. 32) in regard to the 
‘boiling > of the milk in the vessel dedicated to Mitra-Varuna is quite right, 
so far as that case is concerned; as in that case there is the direct declara- 
tion (to the effect that the ‘boiling’ is to be in connection with that par- 
ticular vessel), and hence this direct declaration sets aside the indication 
of the ' Context’ and restricts the boiling in its scope. In the case in ques- 
tion, however, it is quite the reverse; in the case cited it is the indication of 


the ‘Context’ that the boiling should be done to all the vessels, while the — 


restriction of it to a particular vessel is done by the direct declaration con- 
tained in the ‘Sentence’ quoted ;—while in the case in question, the con- 
nection of the details with all vessels is directly declared by the ‘Sentence’, 
and it is the indication of the ‘ Context’ that restricts it to particular vessels. 
[And as ‘Sentence’, i.e. ‘Syntactical Connection’, is always more authorita- 


tive than the ‘ Context ’] it follows that the details in question are to be 


performed even in connection with those vessels (the Arshi- and the 
Adiabhya) which are not mentioned in the same ‘ Context’ with them. 


ADHIKARANA (12): The qualifications of the ‘ Chitrini’ 
and other Bricks are auxiliary to the Fire and hence 
should be connected with the details laid down 
for the Fire-altar. 


‘SUTRA (35). 


SIMILARLY, EVEN THOSE THAT ARE NOT MENTIONED IN THE 
SAME. ‘ CONTEXT’ SHOULD BE REGARDED AS AUXILIARY 
TO THE FIRE. 


Bhasya. 


Without any reference to the Fire, we have the texts—(a) ‘ Chitrini- 
rupadadhati, bajrinirupadadhdti’* [t He puts in bricks with figures, he puts in 
bricks with the mark of the thundor-bolt’] (Taitti. Sarm, 5. 7. 3. 1) ;—(b) 
-< Bhiitastakaé wpadadhati’ [‘He puts in well-baked bricks’] (Taitti. Sarh. 
5. 6, 3. 1),—Then, there are certain qualifications of Bricks laid down in the 


< context (a the Fire-altar), such as—‘ Bricks should be made entire and not 


black’; ‘one should smear the bricks with ashes’, 


Now, there arises the question—Should these latter TA EA 


be applicable i in those bricks that are not mentioned in the same Context,— 


or not? 


On this the Parvapakea view is that—‘ ‘The qualifications should not 
be applicable to them ;—why ?—because of non-proximity (remoteness) ”’. 

The Siddhanta view is that the bricks like those in question should Be 
regarded to be as much an auxiliary to the Fire (altar) as the vessels have 
been found (in the preceding Adhikarana) to be to the Jyotistoma sacrifice ; 
because here also ‘Syntactical Connection’ is more authoritative than 
t Context’; and also because the bricks in question also are used for the 
building of the Fire-altar. [Consequently, the qualifications laid down in 
the Context of the ‘ Fire-altar’ should be present in the Chitrini and other 
bricks also, though these are not mentioned in the same Context.] 


ADHIKARANA (13): Such details as ‘ Measuring out’, 
‘ Fetching’, ‘ Purchase’ and ‘ Juice-Extraction’ ete. 
‘are applicable to the case of Soma only. 


SUTRA (36). 


e, 


TEE ‘ CONDITIONAL’, NOT BEING EQUAL TO THE ‘NORMAL’, CANNOT 
HAVE THE SAME DETAILS APPERTAINING TO IT. 


Bhasya. 


In connection with the Jyotistoma, we read—' Sa yadi réjanyam, ete.’ 
[ If one should sacrifice for the Kgatiriya or the Vaishya, and he wishes 
to eat Soma, one should collect banyan-shoots, pound them and mix them 
up with curds, and offer this to him to eat, not Soma *}—In connection 
with the Jyotisioma again, there are certain details to be performed in 
regard to the Soma,—such as ‘Measuring out’, ‘ Fetching’, ‘ Purchasing ’, 
t Juice-Extraction’ and so forth. 
In regard to this, there arises the question—Do these details appertain 
| equally to the Soma and the ‘Fruit-mixture’? Or do they appertain 
© to the Soma only, the ‘Fruit-mixture’ being only a ‘Modification’ of the 
— Soma? . 
The purpose of this Adhikarana is to determine whether or not these 
details are to be performed by such persons (Ksattriyas and Vaishyas) as 
. may be desirous of having their sacrifice complete in all its details. 
\ 


The Piurvapaksa view is that “the details are equally applicable to 
both the Soma and.the Fruwit-mixture ; as the ‘Context’ is the same”. 

The Siddhdnta however is as follows :—Things like the ‘ Fruit-mixture ’” 
are ‘conditional’, due to certain special circumstances; and hence it can- ; 
not have the same details appertaining to them.—-Why so !—Because it is not — i 
equal to what is ‘ normal’ ; i.e. the ‘ Fruit-mixture ° is not equal to the Soma ; ' 
inasmuch as Soma has been enjoined as the ‘normal’ substance, to be E 
used in all cases, while the ‘ Fruit-mixture’ is only ‘ conditional’ (its use 
depending on the circumstance of the sacrificer being a Keatiriya. or a 
Vaishya, and then too only for the sole purpose of being ‘eaten’, the  _ ! 


spec nap emg thc BIO N O IER OIE 


offerings, in this case also, being made of Soma-juice itself).—“ What if 
it is so? °—If it is so, then, inasmuch as the details in question also have E 
been enjoined as ‘normal’ (to be done in all cases), they cannot be performed | 
as if they were only ‘ conditional’ (to be done only under special circum- — | 
stances).—If they were treated as common (to both the Soma and the 

- Fruit-mixture), then it would mean. the injunction: of something wholly | 
_ irrelevant.—¥Further, if the Pruit-miature, being conditional, were to: take : a 
in the details laid down i in connection. with Soma,—then those details, being 
common, would have to be. regarded. as. repeated twice.—From all this, 


it follows that the Pruit-mizturs cannot, pave all the details: appertaining : 
to ibe. seer oe RS TREES oe 


ADHIKARANA (14): The details laid down in connection 
with the Principal Substance should appertain to tis 
Substitute also. 


SUTRA (37). 


[PŪRVAPAKŞA]—“ THE SUBSTITUTE ALSO SHOULD BE TREATED 
SIMILARLY x 


Bhasya. 


A substitute is laid down for cases where the principal substance is 
not available ; e.g. if the Vrihi Corn (which is the principal substance prescribed 
for making the Cake) is not available, Nivara Corn is used in its place. 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Are the details laid down 
in connection with Vrihi equally applicable to the Nivara, or not? 

The Pdrvapaksa view is that—‘' the substitute is to be treated similarly ; 
that is, just as the conditional (fruit-miature) cannot have applicable to it 
“those same details that are prescribed for the normal. (Soma),—-so the 

substitute also ; as the substitute also is not equal to the Principal.—‘ What 
is the inequality ?’—The ‘ inequality’ consists in this that the details have 
been prescribed in reference to the Vrihi, not in reference to the Nivara ; 
what happens is that the details are directly enjoined in reference to the 
` Vrihi, and if they. are applied at all to the substitute, it is WN 9 on the basis 
of io ai aaa 


SUTRA (38). 


{SippHinta}—Nor so; IN. FACT, IT SHOULD BE TREATED LIKE THE 
PRINCIPAL SUBSTANCE ; AS THE PURPOSE SERVED BY BOTH IS ONE © 
l AND THE SAME. 
Bhasya. 

Ivi is not right to say that the substitute ig not to be treated like the 
Principal; in fact, it should be treated exactly as it has been laid down 
- {in connection with the Principal); because in this case, the relation between 

the two substances is not that of the root-subsiance and its modijication.— 
Why ?—-That the details laid down in connection with the Vrihi are adopted 
in the case of a particular Vrihi Corn, is due to the fact that it has the 
“character” of ‘ Vrihi’,—and when the Nivdra is declared to be a substitute for 
Vrihi, it does not mean that the ‘character’ of ‘ Nivéra’ takes the place of the | 
* character’ of ‘ Vrihi’ (as it happens i in the case of the root-substance, Milk, and - 
its modification, Curd) ; hence the relation between the two cannot be that 
of the root substance and its modifi ication.‘ How then do the details laid 
down for the Vrīhi become applicable to the Nivdra ?”—Our answer to 
this is that those individual Vrihi grains which are distinguished by the 
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character of ‘ Vriht’, are actually present in the Nivara grains (that are taken 
up as the substitute for Vrihi) ; and it is for the sake of these that the details 
in question are applied; so that the injunction of these details applies 


equally to those grains of Nivdra as also to the other grains of Vrihi.— 


“ What is the equality between the two ? ”—The equality lies in the fact 
that both the grains are distinguished by the character (or shape) of ‘Vrihi’.— 
for these reasons the details are to be applied equally to both (the Principal 
substance Vrihi and its substitute, Nivara). 

[Tn this connection, see Si. 6. 3. 27, where we are taught that the substitute 
must be like the Principal, in shape; so that if the shape of the Vrihi is present 
jn the Nivdra, in this sense the Nivdra can be spoken of as ‘ distinguished by the 
shape of Vrihi’; this is what is meant by saying that the “ Vrtha distinguished 
by the’ character of ‘ Vrihi’ is present in the Nīvära ”.] 


SUTRA (39). 


_ ALSO BECAUSE IT IS NOT SOMETHING AUTHORISED BY THE 
SCRIPTURES. 


Bhäsya. 


_. For the following reason also the substitute cannot be regarded as- 
‘a modification of the Principal.—For what reason ?—The reason is that 


2 the substitute (Nivdra) comes in on account of the need; that is, when the 


principal substance becomes spoilt, there is need for a substance to be used 


at the sacrifice, and it is in fulfilling this need that the Nivdra is brought 


in (on the ground of its resomblance to the principal, Vrihi) [and it is not 
that the Nivdra is actually laid down by the scriptures as to be used]; but 
the said need cannot justify the idea that the genus ‘ Niva7a’ comes in in the. 
place of the genus ‘ Vrihi’.—For this reason the substitute cannot be 
regarded as a ‘modification’ of the Principal substance which is enjoined 
by the scripture as the one to be used. 


ADHIKARANA (15): In the case of those ‘ substitutes’ also 
which are actually enjoined by the scriptures, the details — 
laid down in connection with the * Principal’ 
| should be performed. 


SUTRA (40). 


_ TBE SECONDARY SUBSTANCE IS MENTIONED FOR THE PURPOSE 
OF RESTRICTING (THE SUBSTITUTE). 


Bhasya. 


[It having been explained in the preceding Adhikarana that the Sub- 
stitute, not laid down in the scriptures, is to be treated like the Principal] 
now the question that arises is—Is the Substitute that is actually laid down 
in the scriptures to be treated like the Principal—or not? For instance, 
we have the text—‘If one cannot obtain Soma, he should extract the juice 
of the Putika’ (P. U. Bra. 9. 5. 3) [where the Putka. is actually laid down’ 
as the substitute for Soma,—and the question is—Is the Putika to be 
treated like tho Soma ?]- . 

The Pirvapaksa view is that—‘ it is not to be treated like the Principal 
substance; because its case is on uay different from the Substitute that is 
not mentioned in the scriptures”, 

The Siddhdnia is as follows :—The secondary substance is mentioned for 
the purpose of restricting the substitute. The meaning is that in this case 
also the substitution is due to need: Soma not. being there, the substance 
that should have to be used would be something resembling Soma, and what 
the text quoted does is to restrict the substitution to the Putika which bears 
some resemblance to the Soma, and what is meant is that this Putika is 
the only one thing that may be used in the absence of anything more like 
the Soma; what is meant being that when in the place of the enjoined 
Principal substance, something else closely resembling it should have been 
used, what is actually substituted is something different even from this 
latter (which resembles it to a smaller extent); and it is not substituted as 
a means to the accomplishment of the sacrifice. [All that is meant is that, 
in the event of the Soma not being available, the Putika is the substance 
that may be brought in, as possessing some of the properties of the Soma. 
See, in this connection, Si. 6. 3. 16, 17. Says the Tantravartika—Trans., 
p- 1568—The Putika cannot be regarded as forming part. of the sacrifice 
in the manner in which the Soma is; it is brought in only as the substra- 
tum. of some of the properties of Soma; hence even though it is mentioned 
in the Veda, it should be dealt with in the same manner as the fabetitute has 
` been dealt with in the foregoing Aahibarapa]. 


ra 


- ADHIKARANA (16): Details like the < Diksaniya Isti’— 
_ Initiatory Sacrifice—appertain to the Engen: 


SUTRA (41). 


[PorvapaKsa continued]—‘‘Tue FORMS ARE TO BE TREATED 
ALL ALIKE, AS THERE IS NO DIFFERENCE OF 
‘ CONTEXT ’. ot 


Bhasya. 


There is the Jyotistoma sacrifice; of this four Forms have been 
spoken of—viz.: (1) Agnistoma, (2) Ukthya, (3) Sodasht and (4) Atiratra. 
In connection with this sacrifice certain details are prescribed—such as the 
Initiatory Sacrifice and the like. [In reality, there are seven Forms 
of the Jyotistoma, these four, and Atyagnistoma, Aptoryamé and Vajapéya. 
It is by way of illustration that only four have been mentioned. ] 

` In regard to these, there arises the question—Have these details been 


J prescribed in connection: with the entire Jyotişfoma in all its forms? or 


only in its Agnistoma-form ? 

: - The Pirvapakga view is that—<‘‘ All the Forms are to be treated alike ; 
—why ?—because there is no difference of Context ; there is no difference in 
the Context of the several Forms, whereby it could be determined that the 
details appertain to the Jyotistoma in its Agnistoma-form only; hence the 
Forms should be treated all alike”. 


SUTRA (42). 


[PorvapaKsa concluded|—‘‘ THEY ARE SPOKEN OF ALSO AS 
| IF THEY WERE SIMILAR.” l 


Bhasya. 


In the context where they are mentioned, the Forms are spoken of as if 
they were similar; for instance, there is the text—‘ Yadi agnistomo juhoti, 
yadi ukthyah poridhimanakti, yadi atirdtrah étadéva yajurjapan havirdhanam 
- pratipadyéta’ [‘ If it is the Agnistoma, one offers the libation into Fire ;—if it. 
is the Ukthya, he anoints the bounding sticks ;—if it is the Atirdira, he goes to 

the Havirdhdna cart, repeating this same Yajus’] ;—here we find the several 
Forms mentioned separately, which. shows that the details here mentioned - 
appertain to the: Syotistoma in all its. forms; and it follows from this that 
the details that may be found to be mentioned i in common (not in reference 
to any one form, specifically) should also appertain to the Jyotistoma in all its 
forms. If the details were. not meant to apply equally to all [and applied — 
to the Jyotistoma . in general then i yond, appertain to the Agnistoma ` 
39 ae 


610 l SHABARA-BHASYA : 


form only (as being the first); and in that case there would be no need 


': to mention the Agnistoma in the passage quoted; as even without such 


mention, the Agnistoma would become connected with the details all. the 


game. As a matter of fact, however, we find the passage speaking of the _ 


Jyotigioma, in all its forms ; from which we conclude that the Context helongs 
to the Jyotistoma in all its forms.—Further, we find the text—‘ Agnéya- 
majamagnistomé Glabhéta, aindrdgnam dvitiygmukthyé, aindram vrsnim 
trtiyam sodashini’ [‘At the Agnistoma, one should kill the goat dedicated 
to Agni; at the Ukthya, one should kill the second animal dedicated to 
Indra-Agni; at the Sodeshan one should kill the third ram dedicated to 
Indra’|; the mention of the ‘second’ and the ‘third.’ would be expli- 
cable only if all the three were dealt with alike.—[If the Forms were 
regarded as secondary modifications, then, inasmuch as there would be no 
one such detail with each,—-for instance, the Aindrdgna at the’ Ukthya— 
that. would bar the applicability, to the same Form, of all the other 
details, the Agnéya, etc. ; while, if in accordance with the passage just quoted 
we should have only the Agnéya goat at the Agnistoma,—the Agnéya and 
the Aindragna goats, as the second, at the Ukthya,—and the Agnéya, the 
. Aindrāgna and the Aindra Vreni, as the third, at the sodashini.|—Thus at 
the Ukthya, there would be two causes—the Agnistoma-chant and the 
Ukthya-chant,—and as the corresponding effects we would have the “ 
Agnéya animal and the Aindrdgna. animal ;—and thus the mention of 
the ‘second’ becomes quite explicable—Similarly at the Sodashin 
and the Atirdira—also.—If, on the other hand, there were the relation of 
“original and its modification, the connection of the Agnéya,—which would ` 
geome into the Ukihya only by virtue of the general Jaw of admitting into — 
the modification of all the details of the original,—would have to be set aside 
by the diréctly-asserted ‘ Aindragna’ and the rest; and in that case the men- 
tion of the ‘second’ and the ‘third’ would not be explicable—From all 
this we conclude that the Initiatory sacrifice and other details appertain to 
the ee in all ite forms. 


SUTRA (43). 


[SIDDSÄNTA]—IN Fact, THE (LATER) FORMS ARE MERE MODIFICA- 
>: TIONS, BECAUSE THEY ARE ASSOCIATED WITH SPECIFIC DESIRABLE 
RESULTS, AND THIS ASSOCIATION IS AS CONSTANT AS 
THE MOST CONSTANT FACTOR IN THE 

~ WHOLE SACRIFICE. 


| Bhasya. 


-It is not right that all the Forms should be treated alike; in fact 
the later Forms, Ukthya and the. rest, should be treated as mere ` 
‘modifications’ of the first Form (A gnistoma). _As a matter of fact, the 
“Initiatory Sacrifice and the other details relating to the Jyotisioma 
have been laid down on the basis of the Agnistoma which has been treated ; 
as the basic Form (without which there could be no Jyotistoma at all). 


ADHYAYA Il, PADA VI, ADHIKARANA (16) 61] 


— How do you get at this idea ? ”—This idea is derived from the fact 


that. the Ukthya and the other Forms have been laid down as associated 
with specific desirable results, in such texts as—(a) ‘When one desires cattle, 
he should take up the Ukihya’, (b) ‘When one desires strength, he should 
hymn with the Sodashin’, and (c) ‘When one desires offspring, he should 
offer for him the Atirdtra sacrifice’ ;—and when an accessory associated 
with a specific desire is enjoined, it can find place in the sacrifice: only after 
modifying that accessory which forms a constant factor in the sacrifice 
(where it is performed in its constant form,, without reference to any parti- 
cular desirable result).—‘t Why ? ”—Because in such cases, the particular 
desirable result follows from the particular accessory (associated with that 
result) ; for the text says that ‘one should take up the Ukthya if he desires 
cattle ’, not ‘if he desires the Jyotistoma’, or ‘if he desires the Ukthya’ ; 
and the meaning of the injunction is that ‘he should take up the Ukthya 
so that cattle may come to him ’.—‘‘ In what manner would this be done ?” 
—As for that, from the fact that this injunction being in close proximity 
to the injunction of the constant element of the sacrifice (Jyotistoma), it 
follows that the procedure of this latter would be adopted in the per- 


formance of what has been enjoined as to be performed with a view to pi; l 


cular results (for instance, the Ukthya). 


Question—‘‘ But how is it ascertained that the said Procedure really 


appertains to the constant element in the sacrifice, and not to that factor 
which is associated with a desirable result ? Or that it does not appertain 
in common to both?” 


Answer—-Whenever a desirable result follows from the use of a s certain | 


accessory, it does so only when the accessory is used while the action leading 
to that result is being performed, not otherwise ;—as for the procedure, that 
procedure is adopted which happens to be in proximity to the action; and 


when the question arises as to whether this procedure appertains to the means 


of accomplishing the act (i.e. the accessory), or to what is to be accomplished 
(i.e. the action),—it cannot but be taken as appertaining to the latter (ie. 
what is to be accomplished); because unless it appertains to what is to be 


accomplished, it can have no connection with the means | of accomplishment; 


as a matter of fact, the form in which a particular procedure is prescribed is 
—‘ By this process. one should make such and such a, thing the means. of 
accomplishing what is to be accomplished’; and there is no.method or 


process possible by which anything could be the means of accomplishing 


an action until the action is being accomplished. Thus then, if one were 


to attribute the Procedure to the means of accomplishing, he must admit 
_ that it appertains to that also which is to be accomplished.—Now in the 


case in question the Jyotistoma. sacrifice is what is to be accomplished, and 


the various Forms are the means. of accomplishing it; hence it: becomes 
established that the Procedure appertains to the Jyotigioma, 
Question—“ But why cannot the Procedure appertain to both [the 

pe Jyotigtoma and the Forms] in common?” - . 
| ‘Answer—Because the Procedure: is prescribed as a constant factor ; pi 


so that whenever the Jyotistoma is “performed, the Initiatory Sacrifice (which 
forms part of the Brogan) must be  Petermeds The Form : Ukthya’, ; 
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on the other hand, is. to be performed at the Jyotistoma, only if the 
performer happens to be one who desires cattle. Thus then, though the details 
of Procedure (comprising the Initiatory Sacrifice) must be performed at the 
Jyotistoma always, yet the Ukthya and the other Forms are to be 
performed only on a certain occasion [when the performer happens to desire 
the result with which the particular Form is associated].—Such being the 
case, if the details which are to be always performed at the Jyotisicma were 
regarded as appertaining to the Ukthya and other Forms,—this would be | 
a contradiction in terms, the two being entirely incompatible ; in fact, 
if the details have to be done in connection with the Jyotistoma always, 
then they cannot appertain to the Ukthya and other Forms fas these 
are not invariable concomitants of the Jyotistoma]; and if they appertain 
to the Ukthya and other Forms, then they cannot be such as should 
be performed at the Jyotistoma always ;—the two are entirely incompatible. 
_—It is for this reason that the Procedure (comprising the Initiatory Sacrifice 
and other details) cannot be taken as pasion: to both (the yoia foma 
and the Forms), 

Further, if what is ephemeral (variable) were declared to be constant 
(invariable),—then that declaration of the constant factor would ‘itself 
be rendered ephemeral (variable)! and thereby that declaration would 
become set aside ! 

From all this it follows that the details in question appertain to the | 
Jyotistoma only, in its Constant form (the Agnistoma), and not to the 
Ukthya and other Forms which are associated with the desire ges pera: 
cular results. l 


SUTRA (44). 


FURTHER, ON ACCOUNT OF REPETITION, THE DETAILS SHOULD 
APPERTAIN TO THE ORIGINAL (ARCHETYPE), 


Bhasya. 


Says the Opponent—“ The Agnigtoma Form also is found mentioned 
as leading to a particular result.” 
. True; there are two Agnistomas spoken of—one, constant (essential) 
and the other, associated with the desire for a certain result; and by 
virtue of these two texts (speaking of the two Agnistomas), the idea, would 
be that it is the constant Agnistoma itself which leads to the said result ; 
and even so, the ‘ constant’ character of the Agnistoma would remain un- 
affected ;—and|in this way also the Initiatory Sacrifice and other details 

would appertain to the J e iia in its constant form, Agnistoma. 


| STRA (45). 
THE a REFERENCE IS MERELY VERBAL. 
` Bhäşya. 


-Tt has been argued (by the Pirvapakgin, in the Bhäāgsya on Si. 42) that 
the reference to the Ukthya and. the Atirdira as the ‘second’ and the © 


e. 
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‘third’ respectively can be justified only if all the Forms be regarded 
as to be treated alike,—-not otherwise ’’.—But it is merely a verbal state- 
ment that the animal laid down in connection with the Ukthya as to be dedi- 
cated to Indra-Agni is the second, and that laid down in connection with 
the Sodashin as to be dedicated to Indra is the third; and this -statement 
cannot be treated as indicative of the fact that all the Forms have to be 
treated alike. - . 


SUTRA (46). 


ALSO BECAUSE OF THE NEGATION OF THE INDICATIVES OF 
THE FOREGOING. 


Bhasya. 


For the following reason also the Ukthya and other Forms should 
be regarded as ‘ modifications’ of the Agnistoma (which should be regarded 
as the ‘original’ or ‘archetype’ of all the other Forms).—‘‘ For what 
reason ?°——Because of the negation of the indicatives of the foregoing,—which 
we find in the sentence—‘If it is the Agnistoma, one offers the oblation 
into the Fire; if it is the (/kthya, one anoints the bounding sticks and 
does not offer the oblation into the Fire’ ;—this negation of the ‘ offering of 


the oblation into the Fire’ would not be there [i.e. it would have no mean- 


ing, if the Ukthya were not a ‘ modification’ of the Agnistoma]. [The mean- 
ing of the sentence is that the Ukthya shall take in all the details of the Agni- 
stoma, with the single exception of the ‘ oblation into Fire’ ; and this relation 


between the two is possible only when one, the preceding one, is the original 


archetype of the following one.] 
Though, on the strength of the declaration (‘If it is the Bonisionia, 


ete, ete., quoted under Si. 42), it would seem that when certain conditions 


are present, all the Forms are to be treated alike, yet— 


SUTRA’ (47). 


THE MENTION OF THE ONE FORM IS DUE TO THE PECULIAR 
CHARACTER. 


Bhasya. 


‘It has been argued (under Si. 42) tha “in the passage, ‘ Yadyagnis 
Sona ete, ete.’ there is mention of the Forms as if they . were all 
similar ’’.—The answer to this is. that what is relevant has been spoken of 


~. through what is not relevant [i.e. the irrelevant accessory has been introduced 
< as if it were relevant, through. the mention of a relevant action to which . 
_ the accessory belongs—says Tantravartika) ; i ‘and in this case the mention 
` (in this passage) of the Agnigtoma (whose. ‘presence is already indicated by 
` the Context) should be taken as a reference to what is already Known. 

` [According to. Kumārila, the objection miét here is based upon the presence. 

-of the rondhon © yani ERA in. the  Possege ue sense ot the Sron, being 


i 
! 
f 
j: 
i 
\ 
fi 
: 


614 - SHABARA-BHASYA:. 


that “it is not right that the constant (Agnistoma) and the variable (Ukthya, ete.) 
should be mentioned in the same passage—each one of them with a conditional 
clause relating to the details of procedure”. The sense of the reply is that even 
so, as the several Forms are enjoined in the Veda in close proximity, there is 
nothing illogical in stating the possibility of certain details of procedure, which 
can belong to the constant Agnistoma only, finding place in the variable Ukthya, 
etc., also.] 
[The following note given in the Saddarshanachintanikd, on the basis of the 
Bhatiadipika, is of importance :—There are, properly speaking, only four, not 
` geven, Samsthds or ‘Forms’ of the Jyotistoma sacrifice—-(1) Agnistoma, (2) 
Ukthya,. (3) Sodashin, and (4) AtirGtra. In the course of an extensive sacrifice, 
some hymns are recited, and by a peculiar adaptation of these hymns, when one 
Hymn was completed, it was regarded as the completion of a ‘Form’. The 
` term ‘Samstha’ or ‘Form’, stands for the place where one stops. Tn the 
Agnistoma-Form, there are twelve hymns, the twelfth and the last being 
the Agnistoma-hymn, by virtue of which the Form itself is called ‘ Agnistoma’. 
This is both constant (indispensable) and variable (optional); though the Form 
(sacrifice) is one and the same.—As regards the Ukthya-Form, it consists of. the 
whole of the Agnistoma-sacrifice with three hymns in addition to the Agnistoma- 
_hymns.—The Sodashi-Form comprises the Ukihya-sacrifice and it concludes with 
the Sodashi-hymn.—Lastly, the Atiratra-Form consists of the Sodashi-saerifice, 
and at it twelve additional hymns are recited three times during’ one night, 
and, then a hymn named ‘ Ashvina’ is recited last.—Atydgnistoma, Vajaptya, and 
. Aptoryamd,—which are the other three Forms attributed to the Jyotistoma—are all 
included in the four described above, though they have been separately dealt with 
in the Smrtis, When the Agnistoma is performed after the reciting of the Agni- 
stoma, Ukthya and Sodashi stotras, it becomes known as the *Atyägnistoma 


When the Sodasht sacrifice is performed after the performance of the Atyagnigtoma - | 


and the recital ef the Vdjapéya-hymn, it becomes. known as the Vdjapaya-sacrijice. 
—When the performance of the Atirdira-sacrifice is followed by the recital (three 
times) of twelve hymns, and at the fourth time, three additional hymns are recited, 
it becomes known as the Aptoryamd sacrifice—For a Keattriya, the Atyagnistoma 
is: indispensable, the Ukthya and other Forms are optional.] 


ADHYAYA IIL. 
PADA VII. l 
ADHIKARANA (1): Details ike ‘ Varhi’ (grass) appertain 
to the Darsha-Pūrnņamäsa as well as to their subsidiaries. 
SUTRA (1). 
[Porvaraxga]—“ BECAUSE OF THE PARTICULAR CONTEXT, THAT WHICH 
l Is* NOT CONNECTED (WITH ANYTHING INCOMPATIBLE WITH 


THE CONTEXT) SHOULD APPERTAIN TO THE PRIMARY, 
SACRIFICE.” 


Bhasya. 


There are the Darsha-Piirnamdsa sacrifices; at which grass is laid 
down as to be used, and certain details are laid down as to be performed 


in connection with the grass; similarly there is the ‘altar’ and certain 
details relating to the ‘ altar’. 


In regard to these, there arises the question-——Do these things, grass 


and the rest, and the details laid down in connection with them, appertain 


to the Primary Sacrifice only ? Or to the Primary Sacrifice as well as its | 


subsidiaries ? 


On this question, the Paérvapaksa view is as follows :—“ Because of the 


particular Context, that which is not connected with anything incompatible 
with the Context should appertain to the Primary Sacrifice ;—that is to say, 


the accessories and details like those in question should appertain to the 


Primary Sacrifice ;—-why ?—because of the particular Context; i.e. ‘Context’ 
belongs to the Primary Sacrifices, not to the subsidiaries,—and the details 
in question are connected with a particular Context,—hence it follows that 
they must. appertain to the Primary Sacrifice.” 


SUTRA (2). 


[STODHAN TAT Ts REALITY, THEY SHOULD APPERTAIN TO ALL; BECAUSE 
THE ` AUXILIARY CHARACTER ’ OF THINGS IS NOT DETERMINED 
© CONTEXT `. 


Bhagya. 


` The details in OE should, in reality, be taken as appertaining to 
£ all i.o, to phe Primary as well a the Subsidiary ; ; as in this case the 


* The word ‘ ‘asaihyuktam a ‘not. connected”, r \ maeand that, even though ‘ Byn- 


tactical Connection’ indicates the connection of: the ‘ offering-material* and the 
- € grass’, yet there is no connection, with anything incompatible with the Context. 
. That is to say, in the case in question, the- terms.‘ offering-material’ and ‘grass’ 


are quite capable of being taken in. connection ‘with the Context, and are not 


“anconnedted * with it. —Pantravértika—Trans., P: 1596. 
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auxiliary character cannot be determined by ‘Context’; in fact, the 
character of the ‘ auxiliary’ consists in being of use; so that, that which is 
of use to anything is its ‘ auxiliary’ ;—~in the case in question, the details 
are of use to all the Primary and Subsidiary Sacrifices.—“‘ How do you know 
that ? ”—We know it from the sentence—' Védyim havirngi dsddayati’ 
[‘ Keeps the offering-materials on the Altar’]; here through this sentence— 
ie. ‘Syntactical Connection’—we learn that this refers to all offering- 
materials ; and it is through ‘Context’ that it would refer to that offering- 
material only which is used at the Primary Sacrifice. Under the circum- 
stances, ‘ Syntactical Connection’ being more authoritative than ‘ Context’, 
it follows that offering-materials in general are to be kept on the grass 
[‘on the. altar’, ‘védydm’, would appear to be the reading demanded 
by what has gone before; but the two manuscripts also read ‘ rarhisi” as 
in the printed. text]. 
. Says -the Opponent—“ If the Context is set aside by Syntactical Con- 
nection (and the details in question are not confined to the actions men-. 
tioned in the Context), then the said details would become applicable to grass 
in ordinary use also [and will not be confined to grass used at sacrifices], 
— What is the harm if it be so ?°—-The objection to that. is that the details 
would have to be performed everywhere (wherever there may be any grass 
at. all)! 
Answer—Certainly, the indication of the Context is duly honoured in 
that the details are taken as to be confined to the. Darsha-Pirnamasa 
Sacrifices only; so that they could not be performed in: connection’ w ith 


_ things in ordinary use. 


Opponent—‘‘ If that is so, then, inasmuch as the Subsidiary Sibcrapoas 
. are not included. under the connotation of the name ‘ Darsha-Pirnamdsa, 
‘the details could not be performed at those subsidiaries.” 

“Answer—Though it is true that the subsidiaries are not denoted by the 
term ‘ Darsha-Piirnamisa’, yet they are of use at the Darsha-Pūrņamäsa 
Sacrifices ; so that. the details performed in connection with the subsidiaries, 
~ would ‘be of use to the Darsha-Parnamdsa Sacrifices.—For these reasons 
then, the details in question should be performed at the Primary Sacrifice 
(Darsha-Pirnamisa) as well as its subsidiaries. 


SUTRA (3). 


 [Ossection]—‘‘ IN THAT CASE THEY SHOULD APPERTAIN TO THOSE 
OTHER SACRIFICES ALSO WHICH ARE IN CLOSE PROXIMITY [BEING 
ENJOINED IN TEXTS NOT FAR REMOVED FROM THE CONTEXT 
IN QUESTION].” 


| Bhagya. 


Object ion“ fi that case, the details i in question should be performed 
with grass used. at the Pindapity -sacrifice also; this sacrifice also is per- | 
formed on chopped grass [and chopping i is one of the details that we are con- 
sidering]; and hence the grong is of use at this sacrifice also ;—consequently 
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this sacrifice (Pinda-pitr-yajnia) also should be connected with the details in - 


question which have been enjoined in close proximity to it (though not 
under the same Conteat).”’ 


SUTRA (4). 


[ANSWER] —THAT CANNOT BE; AS THE SENTENCE LAYING DOWN THE 
DETAILS IN QUESTION IS APPURTENANT TO THE 
_ DarsHa-PORNAMASA. 


Bhasya. 


The grass used at the Pindapitryajia could not take in the details in 
question ; as there is a single sentence dealing with the Darsha-Pirnamidsa 
along with the details; hence it follows that the details are of use at the 
Darsha-Pirnamasa ;—and what is of use at the Darsha-Pirpamdsa can 
find place in those sacrifices only, not at any other sacrifice ; consequently 
these details could not appertain to the Pindapitryajtia. 


SUTRA. (5). 
ALSO BECAUSE WE FIND INDICATIVES. 


Bhasya. 


There is also a text indicative of the same conclusion—' Sa vai dhruvg- 


mévagre bhighdrayati, tato hi prathamavajyabhagau yaksyan bhavati *__-where 
it is shown that the ‘abhighdrana’ (Pouring) is for the purpose of the 
first two ‘ Ajyabhdga-offerings’. | 

` [The text quoted shows that the ‘Pouring’ enjoined in the text 
‘The butter left after the performance of the Praydja he pours over 
the offering-materials’ is connected with the Primary as well as its sub- 
sidiaries ; as thus alone would there be any justification for the order of 
sequence laid down in the text quoted, which means that ‘ the first pouring 
should be done over the Dhruvd- vessel ’,—why ?—‘ because out of that he is 
just going to offer the two Ajyabhaga-sacrifices’ ;—this reason could have some 
sense only if “‘ pouring’ were meant to be done also to the offering-material 
used at the Ajyabhaga-sacrifice (subsidiary) ;—otherwise the ‘pouring’ would 
be done over the Dhruva only for purposes of the Updmshuydja (primary) 
only; and in that case, as there would be no subsequent. ‘ pouring’, 
_ there would be no sense in the reason gPven—‘ because he is going to 

= offer the Ajyabhaga-sacrifice’ ;—from all this it follows that the details in 
question appertain to the Paes as. well as sits 3 subsidiaries, —Tanéravartiba, | 


ADHIKARANA (2): The“ Embellishments , (Sariuskéras) of 
the ‘ Master of the Sacrifice’ (Sacrificer) appertain 
to the ‘ Primary’ Sacrifice. 


SUTRA (6). 


WHAT IS LAID DOWN IN CONNECTION WITH THE ‘ MASTER’ SHOULD, 
IN REALITY, APPERTAIN TO THE: PRIMARY SACRIFICE ; AS 
HE IS RELATED TO THE RESULT. 


Bhasya. 


‘In connection with the Jyotigioma, there are certain ‘ embellishments ° 
laid down,—such as shaving of the head and. beard, keeping of the ‘ Payo- 
vratas’ and certain other austerities. 

In regard to these, there arises the question—-Do these appertain to 
the Primary and the Subsidiaries ? Or to the Primary only ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that—‘ they appertain to the Primary as well — 
as the Subsidiaries,—in accordance with the principle of the foregoing 
Adhikarana”’. P 

The Siddhänta is as follows :—These embellishments have been laid dioi 3 
` in connection. with (i.e. for) the ‘ Master’ (i.e. the Sacrificer),—consequently 


ie they should appertain to the Primary Sacrifice.—Why ?—Because he is 


related to the result; that is, the relation of the Sacrificer with the Sacrifice 
is this that the Sacrifice gives (supplies) the transcendental result, and the 
Sacrificer. obtains it,—Objection—“ But there is the other relation also 
- between the two—the Sacrifice is something to be accomplished (performed), 
_. and the Sacrificer is one who accomplishes (performs) it.’—[That may be so, 
- but] as a matter of fact, when a person is spoken of (in connection with the 
injunction of a Sacrifice), it is only for the purpose of indicating to whom 
the result (of the Sacrifice) would accrue. He does not bring about the 
Sacrifice; the Sacrifice itself becomes related to being (existence).—‘‘ Why, 
then, should the result (of the Sacrifice) accrue to the person who performs 
it ?°’—-The embellishments are spoken of as ‘ embellishing’; so that what 
they do is to bring about, in the parion: ‘embellished’, the capacity to accom- 
plish his purpose ;—now the ‘pyrpose’ of the person is to obtain the result, 
i ment (merely). to accomplish the Sacrifice. Thus then, those embellishments 
that pertain to the person render the person capable of obtaining the result;— 
not capable of accomplishing the Sacrifice. ~-Says the Opponent :—" If they 


do not bring about the capacity to accomplish the Sacrifice,—how then . 


can they be regarded as accessories of the Sacrifice ? *—Our answer to this 
is that they are so regarded because they render assistance to the Sacrifice 
in accomplishing its own purpose.—‘ What is the purpose of the Sacrifice 1” 

—It is that the performer should obtain the result.—From all this it follows | 
that the embellishments of the Sacrificer ae ea to the Primary Sacrifice 

only. es: 
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[As a matter of fact, it is the result of the Primary Sacrifice, not that of the 
- Subsidiaries that accrues to the Sacrificer; because the Subsidiaries only serve 
the purpose of helping the Primary in bringing about its result, and they do not 
themselves bring about any result accruing directly to the Sacrificer.—Tantra- 
vartka.] 
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ADWIKARANA (3): Accessories like the *Saumika-Vedi? 
appertain to the Primary, as well as to the Subsidiaries. 
SUTRA (7). 


{PURvaPaKsa]—‘ BECAUSE OF THE MENTION OF THE ‘DESIRE TO DO’ 
[THE ACCESSORY IN QUESTION SHOULD BE TAKEN AS 
APPERTAINING TO THE PRIMARY ONLY].”’ 


Bhasya. 


In connection with the Jyotistoma, we read—‘ Satirimshatprakrama 
prachi,  chaturvimshatiragréna, trimshat jaghanéna—iyati —shakeydmahé* 
(see Taitti. Sarh. 6. 2. 4. 5) [t Thirty-six steps towards the east, twenty-four 
- on the front, and thirty at the back; in ẹ court-yard of this size we can 
work ’],—[This court-yard is called the Sawmika-Védi, ‘the Court-yard of 
the Soma-sacrifice’, comprising the entire area covered by the Sadas, 
Assembly Room, the Havirdhana, and the other places needed for the 
Sacrifice. ] . 

In regard to this, ‘there arises the question—Does this ‘Court-yard’ _ 
appertain to the Primary and the Subsidiaries ?—Or to the Primary only? — 

The Pirvapakga view is as follows—‘‘ Because of the mention of the- 
_. ‘desire to do’ it should be taken as appertaining to the Primary.— Where is 

_ the desire to do (spoken of) ?’—It is spoken of in the phase ‘in this court- 


-< yard. we can work’; the assertion that “in this court-yard we can work’ 


is said in regard to what is desired to be done;—and what is desired to be 

= done is the Primary Sacrifice, not its subsidiaries ; because what brings about 
the desired result is the Primary, not its subsidiaries—An Opponent says— 
“Tf the subsidiaries are not desired to be done, why then are they done at all ?’ 
Our answer to this is that even though not desired to be done, they are 
done; that is to say, even though they themselves are not desired to be 
done, yet, what happens is that through these subsidiaries, which themselves . 
_. are not desired to be done, something else is desired to: be done ;—and it is 
_ thus that those subsidiaries also come to be performed.—The Court-yard 
thus must appertain to what is desired to be done ; and hence it must apper- 
tain to the Primary Sacrifice.” 

This Pirvapaksa remains unanswered for the present. 

[The answer, representing the Siddhdnia is stated later on, under Si. 9.— 
` The reason for this postponement of the statement of the Siddhdnta appears 
to. lie in the fact that the statement of the Pirvapaksa of the next 
. Adhikarana, set forth in Si. 8, is analogous to that.of the present Adhi- 
-karana set forth in Si. 7; and therefore the Sūtra-kāra has set forth the two 
Pirvapaksas in the two consecutive Satras 7 and 8, and then set forth the 
— two corresponding Siddhantas also i in ‘the two consecutive Sutras 9 and 10. i 
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ADHIKARANA (4): < Touching ’ appertains to the Primary 
and the Subsidiaries. 


SUTRA (8). 


[PorvapaKsa|—‘‘ So ALSO ON ACCOUNT OF THE NAME [THE ACCESSORY 
SHOULD BE TAKEN AS APPERTAINING TO THE PRIMARY].” 


Bhdsya. 


There are the two Darsha-Pirnamdasa sacrifices, in connection with 
which we read—‘ Chaiurhotraé paurnamdsimabhimrshét, patichahotra ama- 
vasyayam’ [‘ At the Purnamdsi, he should touch the substance with the 
- Chaturhotdi-mantra (Mai. Sara. 1. 9. 1), and at the Amdvdsyd he should touch 
the substance with the Payichahotaé-mantra’ (Ibid.)]. 

In regard to this there arises the question—Does the ‘ Touching’ 
herein laid down appertain to the Primary as well as the Subsidiaries ?—Or 
to the Primary only ? 

The Pirvapaksa view is that “it appertains to the Primary ;—the two 
terms ‘ paurnamdsi’ and ‘ amdvasya’ are names of the two Primary Sacri- 
fices ; hence the ‘ Touching * must appertain to the Primary Sacrifices only ”. 


SUTRA (9). 


[SIDDHÄNTA OF ADHIKARANA (3)]—In FAOT THE RESULT IS DECLARED 
TO FOLLOW FROM THE PRIMARY ALONG WITH THE SUBSIDIARIES ; 
THE ‘DESIRE TO DO’ ALSO SHOULD BE TAKEN AS 
PERTAINING TO BOTH. 


Bhasya. 


This is the (Siddhdnia) answer to the Pūrvapaksa (Si. 7) that was 
left unanswered. 

It has been argued that—“ what is ‘desired to be done is the. Pri- 
mary, not the subsidiaries, and hence the ‘ court-yard’ must appertain . 
to the Primary ”.—This however is not right; because ‘the Result has been 
declared to follow from the Primary along with the subsidiaries’ ; i.e. as a 

matter of fact, what we learn from the Veda is that the Result follows 
from the Primary along with its subsidiaries ; ; hence what is ‘desired 
to be done’ must. be the Primary along with. its subsidiaries.. Even though 
the subsidiaries (by themselves). may not be ‘ desired to be done’, yet there 
is no doubt. that they have to be performed i in the ‘ Court-yard nyag. other- ` 
wise the Primary with its subsidiaries would not have ponn Pore in 

the : Courtyard :, : : 
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SUTRA (10). 


[SipDHANTA OF ADHIKARANA (4)|--INASMUCH AS WHAT IS LAID DOWN 
IS AN ACCESSORY, IT SHOULD BE TAKEN AS LAID 
DOWN FOR ALL. . 


| Bhasya, ‘ 


It has been argued that—‘‘inasmuch as the terms ‘ paurnamdsi’ 


and ‘amdvdsyé’ are names of sacrifices, the Touching should be taken as 
to be done to the offering-materials used at the Primary Sacrifice only ”. 
—This is not right ; because there should be Touching of the offering-mate- 
rials to be used at the Subsidiary Sacrifices also—Why ?—Because what is 


laid down is an accessory ; ‘i.e. in fact, when Touching is laid down, it is as. 


an accessory.‘ What is that which lays it down ?’—It is the statement 
which declares that Touching’ is an accessory.—Then again, what the two 


words ‘paurnamdsim’ and ‘ amdvdsyam’—ending with the Accusative . 


ending—express is that ‘the Touching should be done for the sake of 
‘the Paurpamasi sacrifice’ and that ‘the Touching should be done for the 
sake of the Amavāsyã sacrifice’; consequently the Touching should be done 
in connection with every one of those acts where, being done, it would help 


the Paurnamdasi or the Amdvdsyd sacrifice ;—and as a matter of fact, the 
Touching would help these two sacrifices whenever it is done in connection ` 
`> with any action that may be related, either directly or indirectly, to the | 
 Paurnamasi or Amāvāsyā sacrifice.—From all this it follows that the Touching 
should be done to the offering-materials used at the Primary as well as the — 


subsidiary sacrifices. 


ADHIKARANA (5): The ‘Initiation’ and the ‘ Sacrificial 
Fee’ appertain to the Primary Sacrifice. 


SŪTRA (11). 


THE ‘INITIATION’ AND. THE ‘SACRIFICIAL FEE’ SHOULD BE TAKEN AS 
APPERTAINING TO THE PRIMARY SACRIFICE,—SUCH 
BEING THE Direct ASSERTION. 


Bhasya. 


In connection with the Jyotigtoma, * Initiations’ are mentioned— 
‘Misro dikedh’ (‘There are three Initiations’];—the ‘Sacrificial Fee’ also 
is mentioned—‘ Tasya. dvidashashatam daksind’ [‘ At it 112 forms the 
Sacrificial Fee’). 

In regard to this, there arises the’ question——-Do the Initiation and the 


- Sacrificial Fee appertain to the Primary ane the Subsidiaries ? Or to the 


Primary only ? : 
l The Pūrvapakga view is that—‘‘as the men engaged in the sacrifice 
-are related to the Primary as wéll as the Subsidiaries, the Initiation and the 


Sacrificial Fee also should appertain to the Primary as well as the | 


; ‘Subsidiaries sa 
. -The Siddhdinta view. however is as follows:—The Initiation and the 


Sacrificial Fee should be taken as appertaining to the Primary ;—why ?— 


because of Direct Assertion ; we find Direct Assertions to the effect, such as 
‘ Diksdh somasya, daksinadh somasya’ [‘ The Initiations pertain to the Soma- 
sacrifice, the Sacrificial Fees. pertain to the Soma-sacrifice’]; and no 
burden is too heavy for Direct Assertion; [i.e. when there are Direct Asser- 
tions in the Veda to the effect that the accessories in question appertain to 
the Primary Sacrifice, no other arguments to the contrary can have any 
force].—Thus it is that, on account of the Direct Assertions to that effect, 


the Initiation and the Sacrificial Fee must be taken as appertaining to the © 


Soma-sacrifice (Primary). 
SUTRA (12). 


‘ALSO, BEOAUSE WE FIND TEXTS INDICATIVE OF THE ABSENCE (OF 
INITIATION AND Fue, AT THE B SUBSIDIARIES). 


| Bhagya. cual 


There i is a text which tially indicates the cee of the Initiations 
-at the ‘Subsidiaries.—How so ?—There is the text—* aie yat pashund 


ae ayakeih atha kä asya dikga ; yat sad-hotdram juhoti sd asya dikgā [0 Adhvaryu, 


when you performed the N irudha-Pashu- Yaga, what was the Initiation 
at it ?—The Initiation at it consisted of the offering ¢ of the Sad-hotr oblation ’]; 


—-which shows that there is no. > Initiation at the N Rechte ae (hich i 
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is a subsidiary); [since it is declared that the purpose of the ‘ Initiation 
is served by a certain oblation,—which means that there is no real Initiation 
at it]—From this it follows that there is no Initiation or Sacrificial Fee at 
the Subsidiary Sacrifices. [Read ‘ndrigdndm’ as in several manuscripts. ] 


ADHIKARANA (6): The“ Altar’ is not an accessory of the 
Sacrificial Post. 


SUTRA (13). 


[PirvaraKsa]—‘ For THE SAME REASON, THE ALTAR IS AN 
ACCESSORY OF THE SACRIFICIAL Post.” 


_Bhasya. 


At the Jyotistoma sacrifice, one of the animals killed is the Agnisomiya, 
spoken of in the text ‘ Yo diksito yadagnisomiyam pashumidlabhata’ [‘ Being 
initiated, one kills the Agnisomiya animal’] (Taitti. Sarh. 6. 1. 11. 6); in 
connection with this there is a post (to which the animal is tied) ; in reference 
to this Post, there is the text—‘ Vajro vai yūpah ; yadantarvédiminuydt 
tannirdahet, yad vahirvédi anavaruddhah syat ; ardhamantarvédi minoti ardham 
vahirvédi, avaruddho bhavati, na nirdahati’ [‘The Post is thunderbolt ; 


<- if one were to measure (or, plant) it inside the altar, it would burn him ; 


if he were to measure it outside the altar, it would not be firmly fixed ; 


therefore he should measure half of it inside the altar and half outside; so. 


that it may be firmly fixed and also not destroy him °]. 


[In order to ascertain the size of the hole in which the Post would be fixed, it 


is necessary to measure the post; the text speaks of the measuring as to be done l 


half inside the altar and half outside.] 


In regard to this, there arises the question—-When it is said that the 
measuring is to be done ‘ inside the altar’, is it the altar laid down as. an 
accessory of the Post? Or is the phrase ‘half inside the altar and. half 


outside the altar’ meant only to indicate the exact spot (the middle l 


point), where the Post is to be measured ? 

Question—‘‘ In what way would the altar be regarded as an accessory 
of the Post? And in what way could the words be taken as indicative of 
the.exact spot?” 

Answer—If the words were intended to lay down the connection of the 


‘half’ of the Post and the ‘inside’ of the Altar,—i.e. to convey the idea — 


that ‘the Post should be connected with the Altar in this manner > ——-then 


the Altar would be an accessory of the Post. On the other hand, if the 


meaning intended were that, ‘ the exact spot for measuring the Post should 


be that on being placed where, half ‘of the Post should lie inside the altar, 
and half outside *,—then_ the words would, be taken as apatni the, exact 


sp ot. 


7 reason, the. Altar is an accessory of. the Post ; that is, just as the Initiations 
| and the Sacrificial Fee are accessories. of the Primary Sacrifice,—similarly, 
when the Post has to be measured, att the time of measuring half of it should 


be inside. the altar [so that clearly the altar. becomes an accessory of the- 


| Alter], —In this inteaprrctstion, 1 the direct. 9 connotation of the term | ‘vedi? 
Ka 40 | oe 


-< The Parapakea view on “thi: question i is as follows :— i “For the same. 
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(‘altar’) is followed, whereas, in the other case, the term ‘altar’ would 
be taken as indirectly indicating the spot ; and as between Direct Denotation 
and Indirect Indication, if there is a doubt as to which should be accepted, 
it is Direct Denotation that should be accepted as the more logical of the 
two. For this reason, the Altar should be regarded as laid down as an 
accessory of the Post.” 


SUTRA (14). 


[SrippHinra]—In REALITY, IT IS ONLY THE SPOT THAT SHOULD BE-TAKEN 
AS INDICATED BY THE WORD (‘INSIDE THE ALTAR *); AS IT 
OCCURS IN THE SAME SENTENCE WITH WHAT (ACCORD- 

. ING TO THE PORVAPAKSA) IS NOT ENJOINED. 


Bhasya. 


In reality, the term ‘védi’ (‘altar’) indicates only the spot, and it 
does not lay down the altar as an accessory of the Post-—why ?—because 
it occurs in the same sentence with what is not enjoined. That is to say, the 
words ‘ Ardhamantarvédi minoti. ardham vahirvédi’ (‘He measures it half 
inside the altar and half outside’) are clearly perceived as forming one 
sentence (one syntactical unit); now if they are taken as indicating 


the spot (ie, the spot where the inside and the outside of the altar meet,— 


-the spot, that is, on being placed where half of the post lies inside the altar 
and half outside), —then the whole forms part of what is enjoined [both the. 
inside and outside being taken as helping to indicate the exact spot] p— 
on the other hand, if the altar.be taken as enjoined (by the phrase ‘ inside 
the altar’) as an accessory of the Post,—then, in that case, the ‘ outside 
the altar’ would be something that is not enjoined; the fact of the altar 
being an accessory of the Post having been laid down by the mention of the. 
‘inside of the altar’, the mention of the ‘ outside of the altar’ would serve 
no useful purpose at all—Says the Opponent :—‘ The words ‘ outside 
the altar’ also would serve the purpose of laying down the outside also 
as an accessory of the Post ’’.—But in that case there would be a syntactical 
split.—Hence we conclude that if the altar were taken as laid down as an 
-accessory of the Post, then the words ‘outside the altar’ should not be 
there at all. On the other hand, if the words are taken as indicating a 
spot, then as what is indicated is a particular spot, the presence of the words 
t outside the altar’ becomes necessary; for if these words were not “there 
(and there were only the words ‘inside the altar’), then it would follow 
that the Post may be placed on any spot inside the altar. When, however, | 
the words ‘ outside the altar’ are also there, then the exact spot meant 
to be indicated becomes indicated as that on which, if the Post is placed 
at the time of measuring, half of it lies inside the altar and half outside the 
altar. And as this exact spot could not be indicated without the words 
‘outside the altar’, it is necessary that these words should be there.— 


From all this it follows that. the words should be taken as indicating a parti- 
cular spot. 


ADHIKARANA (7): The“ Havirdhina’ Cart is not an acces- 
sory of the ‘ Samidhéni’ verses. 
SUTRA (15). 


[PŪRVAPAKŞA]—“ INASMUCH AS THE EXPRESSION ‘ SAMIDHENISTADA- 
nvanin’ [ THEY REOITE THE SAMIDHENI VERSES NEAR IT ’], 
SPEAKS OF THE ‘ HAVIRDHANA’ CARTS, THESE (CARTS) 

ARE ACCESSORIES OF THE SAMIDHENI VERSES.” 


Bhasya. 


In connection with the Jyotistoma we read—‘ Uta yat sunvanti saimi- 
dhénistadanvahth’ [‘ They recite the Samidhéni verses near that one of the 
two Havirdhdna carts by which they extract the Soma-juice’]; this means 
- that ‘one should associate with the Sdmidhént verses that one of the two 
Hawirdhāäna carts near which they extract the Soma-juice’. 

_ In regard to this, there arises the question—-In this text, is the Havir-. 
dhäna cart enjoined as an accessory of the Sdmidhéni verses,—the sense 
being that ‘the Samidhéni verses should be recited as associated with the. 

. Havirdhana cart’? Or does the mention of the Havirdhdna cart only 


E indicate the place for the reciting of the Sémidhéni verses ? 


On this, the Pirvapaksa view is. as follows :—‘' The Havirdhina is 
enjoined here as an accessory of the Samidhini verses,—the sense being 
that ‘one should associate yh the Samidhéni verses that cart near which 
they extract the Soma-juice’; thus, on account of the direct assertion 


that ‘the Sdmidhént verses should be recited as associated with the Havir- 


dhina’, this direct assertion becomes honoured only if the Havirdhana 


cart is regarded as an accessory of the Sdmidhéni verses; if it were not so- 


[ie. if it were not so regarded], then it would have to be taken as indirectly 
indicating the place; [and Direct Assertion is more authoritative than 


Indirect Indication].—From all this, it EO that the. Havirdhana cart 


is an accessory of the Sdmidhéni verses.’ 


SUTRA (16). 


[Smpeiwra]—r IS THE PLACE ONLY (THAT SHOULD BE TAKEN AS 
INDICATED BY THE TEXT); AS THE CART IS ACTUALLY PER- 
CHIVED TO SERVE THE PURPOSES OF THE Soma. 

The purpose ‘served. byt the text under gonsideration is Ae indicating 


_ of the exact spot; the sense being that ‘the Samidhénis should be recited 
>on. the spot where they extract the Soma-juice’ ; [as regards’ the Havirdhana 


Cart] it is actually perceived to. serve the. purposes ove the Soma ; as. a matter of. 

~. fact, it is laid down that ‘one. should. keep the Soma in the Havirdhana ` 
Cart to the south’, which shows that the Cart is to be got there for the pur- 
pose of keeping ihe Somo. As for the Samidheni- verses, they" aiso have to. 


ET SE LET 
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be introduced for the purpose of ‘ kindling the Fire ’.—Now all that the text 
under consideration says is that—‘ For the purpose of kindling the Fire, 
the Samidhéni verses should be introduced as associated with that Havir- 
dhāna Cart near which they extract the Soma-juice’; and from this we learn 
nothing as to whether the Samidhéni verses, on being associated with the 
Havirdhéna Cart, confer any benefit upon the latter,—or the Havirdhana 
confers a benefit upon the Sdmidhénis.—What we say is that the Saémidhéni 
verses do not confer any benefit upon the Havirdhina Cart. What the text 
under consideration enjoins is, not that ‘the Samidhéni verses should be 
recited ’, but that they are to be associated with a particular Havirdhdana. 
Then again, nothing that is not actually enjoined as such can be an accessory 
_ to anything (at a sacrificial performance) ;—there is no such injunction as 
that ‘the Havirdhana should be brought in for the purpose of being 
associated with the Sdmidhéni verses ’.—‘‘ What then is it that is asserted 
in the text under consideration ?’’—-What is asserted is the association 
of the Samidhéni verses with a particular Havirdhana Cart ; so that all that 
is enjoined is some sort of connection (of the Sdmidhéni verses) with the 
Havirdhana Cart ;—as for the Havirdhdna Cart, it has nowhere been laid down 
-as having any connection with the Samidhéni verses; for this reason the 
text under consideration could not be taken as reiterating (or referring to) — 
that connection (of the Havirdhina Cart).—“‘ With what then is the Havir- 
-dhina Cart connected ?”’-—~As a matter of fact, it is actually perceived to serve - 
2 the purpose of the Soma, and we do not perceive any purpose served by the 
cart for the Sadmidhéni verses.—It is the place with which the Sdmidhéni 
< verses are connected (by virtue of the text under consideration); we find 
` at the place where the Hoitr-priest (who is to recite the Sdmidhént verses) 
is ‘on the other side of the Altar’; now this place ‘on the other side of the 
l Altar’ may be close either to the southern or to the northern Havirdhana 
Cart; hence it becomes necessary to specify (as that text does) the place 
‘near that Havirdhana Cart where they extract the Soma-juice’ [as that 
where the Saémidhéni verses have to be recited].—From all this it follows that 
when the text under consideration speaks of the Havirdhdna Cart, it is for 
the purpose of indicating the place. 

Says the Opponent—‘‘ Why cannot the text be construed to mean that 
‘the Sdmidhéni verses are to be connected with that Havirdhana Cart 
‘near which they extract the Soma-juice’ ?” 

That is not possible. As in that case, two connections would be the 
objects of injunction, viz. (1) connection with Havirdhdna in general, and 
(2) connection with a particular Havirdhdna; and this would involve a 
syntactical split. Hence such a construction is not admissible. 


- SUTRA (17). 
THE NAME ALSO POINTS TO ‘THE SAME CONCLUSION, 
| Bhagya. 


The name also points to the same conclusion that we have arrived at 
by means of reasonings,—i.e. that the Havirdhana serves the purposes of 
(and hence is an accessory of) the Soma. 
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[The term ‘ havirdhdna’ literally means ‘that which holds the offering- 
material, which is Soma’; from which it is clear that the cart is an accessory. 
of the Soma; if the cart were an accessory of the Sdmidhéni verses, its name 
would have been‘ Sémidhéni-dhana ’.—Tantravartika.] 


Apuicarana (8): The details of a sacrificial performance 
may be performed through the agency of other persons. 
| SOTRA (18). 


[PŪRVAPAKŞA (A)|—‘‘ THE RESULT MENTIONED IN THE SCRIPTURES ` 
ACCRUES TO THE ACTUAL PERFORMER, AS IS CLEAR FROM. 
THE SCRIPTURES THEMSELVES; CONSEQUENTLY THE 
‘SACRIFICER ° HIMSELF SHOULD CARRY ON THE 
ENTIRE PERFORMANCE.” ` 


Bhäsya. 


TWe are now going to consider the cases of conflict between ‘Name’ on the 


"one hand, and ‘ Direct Assertion’ and the rest on the other ;—the main question 


to be determined being, in what way and how far such names as ‘hotd’ (Person), 
‘hautram’ (Action), serve the purpose of indicating the actual performers of actions. 


_-—But before taking up this question, a preliminary question has to be settled: 

It is only when there are several persons as performers of the actions occurring 
during the performance of a sacrifice, that there can be any question as to which 

. person will perform which act. Tf all the actions were to be performed by the 
- Sacrificer himself, then no such questions could arise, as there would be no room 


for any other performers.—Tantravartika.] 


As instances to be considered here, we have the several sacrificial per- ' 


: formances—(a) ‘Desiring heaven, one should offer the Agnthotra’ ; Qi 


f  Desirin; iring heaven, one should perform the Darsha-Pirnamdsa sonia 
OE "Desiring. heaven, one should perform the Jyotistoma’. 

In regard to these, there arises the question—Are all such sacrifices to 
be performed entirely by the ‘ Sacrificer’ himself ?—Or is it the (Principal) 
Act. of Dedication (and Appointment) alone that must be done by the 
Sacrificer himself, and the rest of the details either by the Sacrificer or by 
others ?—-Or the rest of the details must be done by others ? 

Qn this question, the Parvapaksa view (A) is as follows :—‘‘ The Sacri- 
ficer himself should carry on the entire performance —‘ Why ?’—Because, 
as a matter of fact, the result of an action accrues to a person only when 
he performs the act himself—-‘ How do you know that ?’—It is clear 


from the scriptures themselves ; that is, the fact that the result of an action 


accrues to @ person only when he performs the act himself is indicated. 
by scriptural texts —‘Which is that text ?’—It is the text—‘ Desiring ` 
heaven one should perform a sacrifice | "where the person desiring heaven — 


is mentioned, the meaning of the text being that ‘becoming the per- 


former of the sacrifice, one should attain Heaven’; so that it is only when 
the man is the performer of the entire act, along with its subsidiaries, that 


he obtains the result. Hence it follows that the Sacrificer himself should ae 
carry on the entire performance.” k 
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SUTRA (19). 


[PUrvapaxsa (B)|—‘ INASMUCH AS ‘DEDICATION’ IS THE PRINCIPAL 
ACT, THAT MUST BE DONE BY THE ‘ SACRIFICER’ HIMSELF, HE 
BEING THE PRINCIPAL PERSON CONCERNED; AS FOR THE 
OTHER ACTS, THEY MAY BE DONE EITHER BY 
THE SACRIFICER HIMSELF OR BY 
ANOTHER PERSON.” 


Bhasya. 


“ Among the acts (making up a sacrificial performance), predominance 
attaches to the act of ‘ Dedication ’.—Why ?—Because, he who performs 
the ‘dedication’ performs the entire sacrifice——How so ?—‘ Dedication ’ 


consists in the appointment (of priests), the securing of their services on | 


payment ; and when they have been ‘won over’ by this ‘ dedication °, they 


perform all the acts; so that when a man has done the said ‘ dedication’, _ 


_all the acts (done by the priests) are really done by that man himself.—From 
this it follows that the act of ‘ Dedication’ is one that must be done by- 
the Sacrificer himself, the other details may be performed either by the 
Sacrificer himself or by any. other person.” 


SUTRA (20). 


ODRINILI REALITY, ANOTHER PERSON SHOULD [PERFORM THE 


DETAILS] ; BECAUSE THE ‘SECURING OF PAID AGENTS’ HAS BEEN 
ACTUALLY ENJOINED, AND THIS IS NOT POSSIBLE IN 
THE CASE OF THE ‘ SACRIFICER’ HIMSELF. 
Bhasya. 

Of the rest of the details, another person should be the performer ;— 
why ?-—because the “ securing of paid agents’ has been actually enjoined ; 
from among the various methods of securing the services of men, the one 
method specified by the scriptures is ‘ payment for services’; from which 
it follows that all the details are to be performed by persons whose services 
have been secured by ‘payment for services’ ;—and any such ‘ payment 
for services’ would be impossible in the case of the Sacrificer (who could: 
not make a payment to himself) ;—so that, if he himself were to perform any 


of the details, that would have been performed by one whose services had. 


not been secured by ‘payment’; and to that extent the injunction of 
securing ‘paid agents’ would have to be regarded either as futile or as serving 
only some transcendental purpose.—From all this it follows that all the 
other sacrificial details (with the sole -exception of ‘ Dedication’) should 


be performed by other persons engaged as ‘ paid agents’ ; but the ‘ Dedica- 
tion’ should be done by the Bacrificer himself, ao in’ this way all the rest 


-algo berome performed by. himself, 


TEE TEE nts ee 


remenan 


ADHIKARANA (9): The number of Priests engaged at a 
Sacrifice is limited. 


SŪTRA (21). 


[PŪRVAPAKŞA]—“ AS REGARDS THE PRIESTS TO BE ENGAGED, THEIR 
NUMBER WOULD BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE REQUIREMENTS 
"OF BACH SACRIFICE ; HENCE THERE CAN BE NO RESTRICTION 
REGARDING THEIR NUMBER ; SPECIALLY AS THERE IS 
NO SPECIFICATION (IN mee BORTETUBSS) 
REGARDING IT.’ 


Bhasya. 


“In regard to the actions to be done by the priests that have been 
engaged, there can be no limitation regarding their number ;—why ?— 
because there is no specification; i.e. in regard to the number of persons 


_ officiating at sacrifices, we do not find any specification anywhere in the 


scriptures; in fact their number would be determined by the requirements 


of each sacrifice; ie. the sacrificer should engage as many pens as may 
be able to perform all the details of the Dee procedure,” 


SUTRA (22). 


[Smpwiwra}—bs REALITY, THE PRIESTS SHOULD BE ENGAGED IN 


ACCORDANCE WITH THEIR NAMES ; AS IT IS UNDER THESE NAMES 
THAT THEIR RESPECTIVE DUTIES HAVE BEEN SEVERALLY 
ASSIGNED IN THE VEDA. 


Bhiisya. 


In fact, the number of priests engaged should be as many as the duties 
that have been laid down as to be performed by the several performers 
named in the Veda. The texts naming such performers (priests) are the 
following :—‘ (1) First of all, the Adhvaryu-priest does the distribution ;— 
(2) the Pratiprasthaty-priest offers the Manthin-offering ;—(3) the Néstr- 
priest brings up the sacrificer’s wife j—(4) the Unnétr-priest . fills: the 
eups;—again, (5) the Prastotr-priest introduces the chant ;—(6) the 
Udgatr-priest. does the chanting ;—(7) the Pratihartr-priest sings the 
Pratihara chant ;—(8) the Subrahmans ya- priest recites the Subrahmanya 
Mantra ;—(9) the Hotr-priest - recites the Prataranuvaka hymn ;—(10) the 
Maitravaruna-priest gives directions and recites the Puronunikya — — 
(11) the Achchhavaka-priest recites the Ydajyd;—(12) the Grdavastut-priest 
recites the Grévastotriya mantra’.—In. accordance with this, there is need 
for just 80: many priests; hence for the performance of the duties assigned to- 


each of them, these. must be engaged. Apart from the acts herein 
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` enumerated, there is none other that is to be performed; even though there 
may be some not mentioned in the above texts, yet they would be only 
such. as. would be already indicated by the names of the Priests—fe.g. the 
actual pouring of the oblations into Fire, i.e. Homa, is to be done by the 
Hotr-priest]. —From this it follows that only these Priests—twelve in number 
-—~are to be engaged. 


SUTRA (23). 


[OBJEOTION]—“ AS ONE AND THE SAME PERSON MAY HAVE SEVERAL 
DUTIES [THE ENUMERATION OF DUTIES CANNOT DETERMINE 
THE EXACT NUMBER OF PRIESTS TO BE ENGAGED] ’’,— 

IF THIS BE URGED [THEN THE ANSWER IS AS 
IN THE FOLLOWING SUTRA]. 


Bhasya. 


“Tf it is asserted that only so many priests should be engaged (as have 
been mentioned in the texts quoted above),—that cannot be right ; because 


as regards the names of priests mentioned in the text,—what happens is 


that when a priest makes up his mind to perform a certain function he 
receives the priestly title with which that function is associated ; so that. it 
is possible for a single person to perform several functions and thereby 
become entitled to several priestly titles. Thus then (the enumeration 


of the priestly titles and the priestly functions not affording the basis for 


determining the exact number of Priests to be engaged) viene can be no 
restriction regarding their number.” 


SUTRA (24). 


[ANSWER]—IHAT IS NOT POSSIBLE ; BECAUSE IT IS IN THE ORIGINATIVE 
INJUNCTION (OF THE PRIESTS, THAT THEIR DISTINCT. TITLES 
ARE MENTIONED). ' 


Bhasya. 


_, What has been \arged (regarding a single man performing several func- 
tions and thereby acquiring several titles) is not possible ; ‘because in the 
very originative injunctions laying down. the Priests to be employed, we 
find that each priest, while still being brought into existence [i.e before he 

begins to funetion], is given a distinct title; for instance, we read— He 
appoints the Brahman-priest ; he appoints: the Hotr-priest ; he appoints the 


_. Udgatr-priest ; he appoints the Adhvaryu-priest ` and so forth ; [where each 
- priest is given his title along with the appointment];—from this it is clear 
-that in the performance of the Sacrifice there is need. for priests of this kind, ` 


and hence they must be engaged. . “And inasmuch as the necessity of en: 


3 gaging the priests is dictated by the requirements of the sacrifice, the pas- . 


paga quoted is to be taken ena as oohh the appoiiinent, of the 


i 
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priests, not as an injunction (of engaging them)* ;—nor can it be taken as 
a mere reiteration, as there is no need for such reiteration. As a matter of 
fact, it is not necessary for the Veda to declare in so many words that ‘so 
many priests should be appointed’; as such a declaration would serve. no 
useful purpose; and yet the passages quoted are capable of indicating the 
particular number (of priests to be appointed) ; hence the text is to be taken 
as pointing out just that number (of priests) which it indicates. 

From all this it follows that sixteen} officiating Priests are to be appoint- 


ed. This is the number of priests required at the Soma-sacrifice (Jyotistoma) , 


as also at the Darsha-Pirnamdsa. 


r 


* The Tantravärtika (Trans., p. 1622) takes exception to this remark. It con- 
cludes that ‘the number is laid down, at the very outset, by the Injunction of the 
appointments themselves’. 

ft These sixteen Priests are the following :—(1) Adhvaryu—who does everything 
that is laid down in the Yajurveda; he has the following three assistants, (2) 
Pratiprasthatr, (3) N@etr; and (4) Unnetr ;—(5) Brahman—who supervises the per- 
formance of all the details connected with all the three Vedas ;—he has the following 
three - assistants—(6) Brahmandchchhamsin, (7). Agnit, and (8) Potr ;—~(9) Udgitr 


—who does all the Soma-singing; he has the following three assistants—-' 
(10) Prastotr, (11) Pratiharir, and (12) Subrahmanya ;—(13) Hotr—who does the’ 


 Shamsana (reciting of hymns); he has the following three assistants—(14) Mattra~ 
panina, (15) Ackehhäväka, and (16) Gravastut.—These are the sixteen Priests to bg 


‘appointed’ by the ‘ Sacrificer’, who forms the seventeenth “ priest ’>.—See below - 


O Siitras 3, 7. 33 to 3. T. 38. 
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_ADHTKARANA (10) : The ‘ Chamasidhvaryus’ (Cup-bearing 
Priests) are distinct from those mentioned in the 
- preceding Adhikarana. 


SUTRA (25). 


Tue ‘ CHAMASADHVARYUS ’ [ARE DIFFERENT FROM THE AFORESAID 
PRIESTS], AS THEY ARE NAMED AFTER THOSE. 


Bhasya. 


At the Jyotistoma, there are employed priests called ‘ Chamasddhvaryu’ 
as laid down in the text ‘One should appoint the Chamasddhvaryus’. 


In regard to these, there arises the question—Are these Chamasddhvaryu- 


Priests included among those mentioned in the foregoing Adhikarana ? Or 
are they different from them ? 

The Pirvapaksa view is that—‘ the exact number of priests having 
been already described in the foregoing Adhikarana, the Chamasdidhvaryus 
must be included among those”. ; 


‘The Siddhanta is that the Chamasidhvaryus should be different from 


those mentioned before ;—why ?—-because they are named after those; that 
is, these Chamasddhvaryus are found to be named after those enumerated 
‘in the foregoing Adhikarana,—in such texts as—‘ The Chamasddhvaryus 
related to the priests working in the middle’, ‘ the Chamasddhvaryus related to 
the Hotrakas’ [where it is clear that the Chamasddhvaryus are subordinate 
to, and hence different from, the other priests]. 

Objection—* Those same priests that have been mentioned ‘before may 
also be Chamasadhvaryus. = 


That cannot be; because they are mentioned along with those,—for sastaies: 


in the text ‘ Madhyatahkdrinim chamasddhvaryavah’ [‘ The Chamasadhvaryus 
related to the priests working in the middle];—the Genitive ending (in 
‘madhyatahkarinam’) can be justified only if there is "some relationship 
(between the Chamasddhvaryus and the other priests); and hence as they are 
found to be named after the other priests, it follows that they have for their 
master (they are subordinate to) those priests, not to the Sacrificer; and 


ee what we have declared to be the Siddhdnia is that the Chamasddhvaryus are 
different from those priests that have been appointed by (and are subordinate . 


to) the Sacrificer; and hence it follows that the priests for performing the 


functions of the Chamasidhvaryu are not to be. appointed by the Sacrificer ; Ko 


they are to be appointed by the (other) ‘priests, 


Further the very originative. injunction. of the Chamasadhvaryus makos T : 
them pitas distinet ; it Baye ‘One: should appoint the Chamasddhvary yua? eee 


ADHIK-ARANA (11): There should be several 
‘ Chamasdadhvaryus’. 


SUTRA (26). | 
INASMUCH AS IN THREE ORIGINATIVE INJUNCTION, THEY ARE SPOKEN 
-| o COF AS ‘SEVERAL’ [THERE SHOULD BE SEVERAL 
CHAMASADHVARYUS]. 
Bhasya. 


In regard to the aforesaid Chamasddhvaryus, there arises the question— 
“Is there no restriction as to their number,—they may be one or two or several ? 
e must they be several ?- 


- The Parvapakea view is that “ there is no restriction ” 


The Siddhdnia is that they should be several E in their origin- 
ative injunction they are spoken of as several ; that is, in the injunction which 
lays down the engagement of these priests, we find the plural number used— 


‘ Chamasadhvaryavah ’ [* Chamasidhvaryus’]; hence it follows. that there 
‘should be several Chamasidhuaryus. 


ADHIKARANA (12): The number of f Chamasddhvaryus’ 
should be ‘Ten’ only. 


SUTRA (27). 


[THE NUMBER OF THESE PRIESTS] SHOULD BE ‘ TEN’, BECAUSE 
WE FIND INDICATIONS TO THAT EFFECT. 


Bhiisya. 


At the Jyotistoma there are priests called ‘ Chamasddhvaryu’, and it 
has been explained that there should be several of these priests. Now.there 
arises the question—How many are they to be ? 

The Pirvapaksa view is that-——‘‘they should be three, on the strength 
of the plural number in the word speaking of these priests (in their oree 
tive injunction) [according to Sūtra 11. 1. 43)”. 

The Siddhdnia is as follows :--The number of these priests should PA 


`Men’, because we find indications to that effect ; i.e. there should be Ten — 
Chamasddhvaryus ; we find an indication to this effect in a text occurring 


in connection with the Dashapéya sacrifice, which is a ‘ modification’ of the 


_ Jyotistoma— Dasha chamasadhvaryavo, dasha dasha ékaikam chamasamanu- 
 sarpanti, Btasmiat kdrandt dashapéyo bhavati’ [‘ There are ten Chamasadh- 


varyus;.ten men follow each cup; that is why the sacrifice comes to be 
called Dashapéya, Drunk-by-Ten’]; the declaration herein made clearly 
indicates that the number of Chamasddhvaryus should be ten; if they were 
to be three only, then that would not be compatible with the text quoted ; 
beyond the number ‘three’ too, unless the number were precisely ‘ten’, 
it would not be compatible with the text; hence it follows that their number 
should be Ten only ; as the number of their masters (in the shape of the 
major priests) also is Ten, there could be no need for more Chamasddhvaryus ; 

for this reason also the exact. number ‘ Ten’ is accepted as the right one; - 
and when the number ‘Ten.’ is admitted, every number lower than that 


~ becomes included. For this Treason also the number of Chamasidhvaryus 
. should be Ten only. 


ADHIKARANA (13): l The Shamir’ (Slaughterer of the 
Animal) is not distinct from the Major Priests. 


SUTRA (28). 


Tomares THe SHAMITR ALSO T BE A DISTINCT 
= PRIEST], BECAUSE OF THE DISTINCT NAME.” 


Bhäsya. 


There is a priest called ‘ Shamitr ’, mentioned in the text-—‘ Shamitaram 
upanayita’ [‘ One should bring up the Shamitr’]. 

In regard to this priest, there arises the question—Is this Shamitr only 
one of the priests already spoken of above (Adhvaryu and the rest) ?—Or. 
is he ,distinet from. them ? 

The view that appears to be most. plausible is that he should be one 
among those already described, as it is those alone that have been named 
in the text speaking of the appointment of priests. l 

Against this however we have the following Pirvapakea view +—‘ The 
* Shamiir’ s ould be a distinct priest, because. of the distinct name 3 asia matter 
of fact, we find a distinct name for this priest-—the statement being to the. 
effect that ‘the priest bearing this name (Shamitr) should perform this 
_work (of slaughtering the animal)’; hence it follows that a priest of thisname 
should be engaged. By reason of the mention of this additional priest, 
it also follows that there should be an increase in the number of priests 
mentioned before. From all this it follows that the Shamiir-priest. is 
distinct. from the Adhvaryu and other priésts.—Then again, we find the 
 text—‘ Klomd chordhvam vaikartanaticha shamituh, tad. bhrdhmandya dadyat 
yadyabrahmanah sydt’? [The liver and the upper quarter belongs to the 
-Shamitr Priest ; one should give it to a Brdhmana if he be a non-Bradhmana’] 
{Ai Brå. 7. 1); the possibility of the priest being a non-Brahmana herein 
mentioned is not applicable to any Major Priest [as all Major Priests must 
be Brahmanas}. [This also indicates that the Shamitr is distinct from the 
Major Priests.}”’ . 


SUTRA (29). 


[SIDDHÄNTÀ]—ĪN REALITY [HE CANNOT BE DISTINCT FROM THE OTHERS]; 
BECAUSE OF THE ‘ CONTEXT’, AND ALSO BECAUSE THERE IS NO 
ORIGINATIVE INJUNCTION t (SEBAKING OF HIS APPOINTMENT). 


| Bhasya. 


It is true na hate ‘appears: to be an increase in the number of priests 
{by the mention of the Shamitr and his functions) ; but this does not pertain 
to the ‘appointment’ of the priests ; [i.e there is no text speaking of the 
Shamity as one of the priests to > be * appointed r As regards the incongruity 


| 
| 
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involved (in the naming of the priest and the assigning of his functions, 
and yet not laying down his ‘ appointment ’),—that can be explained on the 
basis of the fact that one of the Major Priests themselves would perform 
the said functions also (in addition to his own duties; and also become 
entitled to the name ‘ Shamitr’). . 

As regards the possibility of being a ‘ non-Brdhmana’ spoken’ of in the 
text quoted by the Purvapaksin,—that refers to the Sacrijicer (not to the 
Shamitr),—the meaning being that ‘if the Sacrificer happen to be a ñon- 
Brdhmana [the liver, etc., of the animal should be given to a Brahmana]’. 

Says the Opponent—‘ The words of the text ‘if he happen to be a 
non-Brahmana’ clearly refer to the Shamitr priest, who has been spoken of 
in the preceding sentence.” 

Our answer to this is that the name ‘ Shamity’ is meant to be applied — 
in its etymological sense of.‘ one who does the slaughtering’; and as such 
it is applicable to the other priests also [anyone of them who does the 
* slaughtering ’ becomes the ‘slaughterer’, ‘ Shamitr ’]—Further, the functions 
of the Shamitr have been mentioned in the section dealing with the func- 
tions of the Adhvaryu ; from which it follows that those functions also are 
to be performed by the Adhvaryu; so that, by reason of performing the 
function of ‘slaughtering’, the Adhvaryu himself becomes the Shamitr 


, {slaughterer).—For these reasons we conclude that the possibility of being 
a non-Brdhmana must refer to the Naer cer, though he has not been ‘spoken — 
of in the sentence. 


(The Tantravartika remarks that, it is on account of the Priest performing 
such questionable acts as slaughtering that the < priestly functions’ have come to 
be spoken of disparagingly. ] 


ADHIKARANA (14): The ‘ Upaga’ Priest is not distinct 
from the others. 


SUTRA (30). 


Tae Uraca PRIESTS ALSO [ARE NOT DISTINCT], BECAUSE WE 
FIND INDICATIONS TO THAT EFFECT. 


Bhäşya. 


At the Jyotistoma there are some priests called ‘ Upaga’ ; in regard to 


these, the Pirvapaksa view is that-~“ because there is a distinct name, 
it means that these priests are in addition to the number of other priests, 
and hence they should be distinct from the Adhcaryu and the rest” 


` The Siddhdnia is that they should be some among those same pris — 
“ How so ? ”—Because all the priests to be engaged have been duly enu- 
 merated in the originative injunction, and because the name ‘ Upaga’ | 
-is meant to be applied in its etymological sense [of one who does the — 

‘ Upagana’, the supplementary singing].—An indication of this we find 


in the text— Na adhvaryurupagdyet’ [‘The Adhvaryu should not do the 
supplementary singing’]; if the Upaga priest were someone totally distinct 
from the Adhvaryu and the rest, then, there could be no such prohibition 
in regard to the Adhvaryu ; as in that case, there would be no possibility 
‘of the Adhvaryu doing the work [and no Vedic text prohibits what is im- 
< possible]. Thus then, inasmuch as the text prohibits the act for the 
: Adhvaryu, we conclude that the Upaga is one out of those same priests 
{Adhvaryu and the ge who have been spoken of in the originative 
' injunction. 


g 
a 


ADHIKARANA (15): The ‘Soma-vendor’ is distinct from 
the Priests. | 


SUTRA (81). 


THE VENDOR (OF SOMA) IS DISTINCT (FROM THE PRIESTS); AS 
THE ACT (OF SELLING) IS NOT ENJOINED. 


Bhasya. 


[At the Jyotistona) there is the man who sells Soma. 
7 In regard to him there arises the question—Is this Soma-vendor one out ; 
‘of the Adhvaryu and other priests ? Or is he distinct from thom ? 
‘The Parvapaksa view is that—‘‘ he must be one from among the priests; 

as it is only these that have been described as priests officiating at a sacrifice”. 
The Siddhdnta is as follows :—The vendor of Soma should be distinct from 

the priests ; as a matter of fact, the act enjoined as part of the performance 
is the buying of Soma,—not its selling ; the latter comes in only as implied 
in the action of buying.—The Adhvaryu and other priests are engaged for 
performing the details laid down in connection with the Jyotistoma sacrifice ; 
—the act of selling is not among those laid down in connection with the 
Jyotistoma ;—hence [as this act of selling could not be done by the Adhvaryu 
and other priests] it follows that the Soma-vendor is not one of these priests. 


4l 


aE 


ADHIKARANA (16): All the men engaged in a sacrificial 
performance are not entitled to the title of 
*Rivik’ (Priest). 


SUTRA (32). 


[Ponvaraksa}— INASMUCH AS THEY TAKE PART IN THE PERFORMANCE 
OF THE SACRIFICE, THEY ARE ALL EQUALLY ENTITLED TO 
THE TITLE oF ‘ Rrvik’ (PRigst).” 


Bhasya. 


The question that arises now is—Are all the persons mentioned in 
connection with the J? yotistoma sacrifice to be regarded as ‘ Priests’ ?— 
or only some of them ? 

The Pirvapaksa view is as follows :—“ All of them are to be regarded 
as‘ priests’ ;—why ?—because they take part in the performance of the sacrifice ;. 
as a matter of fact, all these men take part in the. accomplishment 
of the sacrifice ;—i.e. all of them ‘perform the sacrifice (yajant¢) at the 
proper time (riau)? ;—and those who ‘ perform the sacrifice at the proper 
time.’ (riau yajanti) are ‘ Riviks’ (Priests) [in the etymological sense of the 


term ‘rtvik’];—nor do we find any ground for any such differentiation 
among the men taking part in the performance as that ‘these alone are | 
`: Rtwiks because they perform the sacrifice in the proper time, and not those. 


others’... Hence the title of * priest? (Rtvik) belongs to all of them equally. — 
It might be argued that there is an actual preclusion (of all but sevënteen) 
mentioned. in the text—' Sawmyasya. adhvarasya yajfakratoh saptadasha 
rtvijah’ [* At the performance of the Soma-sacrifice, there are seventeen 
priests ’].—Our answer to this is that Preclusion is beset with several objec- 
tions... The text quoted therefore has to be taken as a purely commendatory 
declaration.” 


SUTRA (38). 


[SrppHinta}—In R REALITY, THAT CANNOT BE ; BECAUSE THERE 
IS PRECLUSION (OF ALL EXCEPT ‘SEVENTEEN ’), 


Bhasya. 


In reality, all the persóns engaged in the performance cannot be 
F Priests ’ ;—why ?—because there is Preclusion of all except seventeen ;—we 


have. ‘the text—‘ Sa aumyasya adhvarasya yajnakratoh saptadasha rtvijah e 


[ In the performance of the ‘Soma-sacrifice, there are seventeen priests] fae 
now this text cannot be an Injunction, as most of the seventeen have been. 
already enjoined elsewhere ;—nor can it be a mere reiteration, as such a | 
reiteration would be useless j-~under the circumstances, if it were not a 
gga te shee it would be wholly pene 
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Objection—" But Preclusion is open to the objection that it involves 
(1) the abandoning of the real meaning of the sentence, (2) the assumption 
of a different meaning, and (3) the rejecting of what has been already got at.” 


Answer—(1) As regards the ‘ abandoning of the real meaning’, there is — 


nothing wrong in this, as what is accepted also forms part of that meaning.— 
(2) As regards the ‘assumption of a different meaning’, in that also 
there can be nothing wrong, as that meaning also is actually cognised.— 
“How so ?”—-There being many persons engaged in the sacrificial perform- 
ances who might be regarded as ‘ Priests’, the text speaks of ‘ seventeen 
priests’; this serves to indicate the connection of the title ‘ priest’ with 
seventeen persons only, not with the rest ;—so that the idea that we obtain 
is that the title of ‘ priest > being one to which several men might be regarded 
as entitled, all but seventeen men are precluded. Then there arises the 
question—Does the text serve to establish the connection of the ‘seventeen ’ 
persons with the title, or to preclude the other persons from connection 
with the title? As a matter of fact, the connection of the seventeen persons 
being already known from other sources, the assertion of that same would 
be useless; hence we conclude that the text is meant to preclude persons 


< other than these ‘ seventeen ’. 


Says the Opponent‘ Even if those besides the seventeen were excluded 


a (by the text quoted), there could be no real exclusion of thom, Because, 
even so, they do not cease to be those who ‘ perform the sacrifice at the, -~ 
proper time’ (riau yajanti) ; and so long as they ‘perform the sacrifice at. 


the proper time’, they cannot cease to be ‘ Riviks’ (Priests).”’ 


Answer—It is true that they do not cease to be entitled to the title 


of ‘ priest >° merely on account of the exclusion ; but, on the strength of the 
preclusive text, they cannot be employed in the work of a ‘ priest ’.—‘* What 
is the work of a priest ? °—-The Priests fast,—the Priests are ‘ appointed °,— 
the Priests are given the Sacrificial Fee. 
‘Says the Opponent—‘ How is it that some of those who are sented 
to the title of * priest’ are not to be employed on the work of priesis ?” 
Answer—As a matter of fact, the title of ‘ priest > is of two kinds,—one 


based. upon the ‘ performance of sacrifice at the proper time’, and another 


based upon ‘appointment’ and ‘ receiving support (in the shape of Fees)’. 
—In the case under question, it would be futile to take that title which is 


based upon the ‘ paitormenea of sacrifice’; hence we aie that. based upon : 


‘appointment’ and ‘receiving support.’ 
` Opponent-—“ In. this way, there is a vicious circle : those alone are to 


- be ‘ appointed’ who are ‘ priests’, and those alone are ‘ priests’ who are 


‘appointed’ ;—this certainly involves a vicious circle.” 


Answer—The injunction. that ‘ one should appoint the. priests’ does not l 


mean’ that ‘those who are already priests should be appointed’ ; what it 


means is that ‘ ‘they’ are to become priests by being: appointed y it is only” 
when such is the meaning: that the Accusative ending, in. ack texts as 


‘ Adhvaryum ornité’ (‘ should. appoint: the Adhvaryu priest’) becomes’ justi- 


= fiable,—and thus alone does the ` ‘appointment 7 gome. to serve a. per- 
+ ceptible purpose (of securing the 


i sthood. *-of the person concerned). 


EN 
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If someone were to ask—‘‘ How can a man become an Adhvaryu merely 
by the wish of the person (appointing him) ? ”—-we would say—yes, he does 
become so.—‘S But how ?”—Well, when the text lays down that ‘such 
and such an entity is to be brought about under such and such a title’ 
fe.g. ‘a person is to be brought up who bears the title of Priest ’],—and 
.it ig found that no such entity with the said title is there,—the conclusion 
is that when it does not exist, it has to be brought into existence, if it is cap- 
able of being brought into existence; e.g. when it is laid down that ‘ one 
should offer the oblation with the Juhit’,—if the Juhi is not there, it is 
brought into existence. Similarly in the case in question also,—when it is 
found necessary to connect the title ‘ Priest’ with certain persons,—and 
it ig open to the Sacrificer to connect any one without any restriction,—then | 
it is that such texts as ‘Adhvaryu vrnité’? serve to supply the restriction 
that ‘the connection of the title should be brought about by appointment ’.— 
Thus there is no vicious circle at all. 

‘From all this it follows that the declaration that ‘there are only 
seventeen priests’ contains a preclusion; so that there are only seventeen 
persons who are to be made ‘ priests’ by means of the prescribed preparatory 
rites (such as Appoiniment and the like). 


SUTRA (84). 


{Ossnorion]—‘‘ THE (PRECLUSIVR) TEXT QUOTED MAY BE TAKEN ONLY 
AS STATING ONE ALTERNATIVE ’’,—IF THIS IS URGED, [THEN 
OUR ANSWER IS AS IN THE FOLLOWING SUTRA]. 


-Bhasya. 


If the Opponent urge that-—“ the text which speaks of seventeen priests 
may be taken as a commendatory declaration stating only one alternative 
view [the other view being that there are T'wenty-seven priests—the sevenieen 
_ major priests and the ten Chamasddhvaryus ; or that all persons engaged 
in the performance are ‘ priests’, only that seventeen of these are superior. 


to the rest]”’,—this. has to be refuted [and this is done in the following 
Sdira). 


SUTRA (35). 


THAT CANNOT BE RIGHT; AS THERE IS NO MENTION AT ALL 
OF ALL (THE PERSONS ENGAGED). 


| Bhagya. 


l What has been nuii cannot ‘be right ; in the Context there is no 
_ mention, at all of all persons engaged in the performance, i in reference to whom 
- the preclusive text (speaking of ‘ seventeen priests’) could be taken a8 a 
commendatory declaration (selecting for. commendation. seventeen Men 
from among all those engaged in the performance). It is only when a 
: higher i number has been mentioned, that the mention of the lower number 
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ig ean be taken as commendatory; as the ‘twelve pans’ having been men- 

, tioned, when we find the assertion regarding ‘eight pans’, we take the 
latter to be commendatory. In the case ih question however, there is no 
‘mention of any higher number; hence the preclusive text cannot be taken 
as a commendatory declaration. 


SEE IES TESS SESS TESST 


siniko 


ADHIKARANA. (17): The ‘seventeen Priests’ are the 
‘ Brahman’ and the rest, who are mentioned in the 
teats dealing with ‘Initiation’ and the 
< Sacrificial Fee’. 


SUTRA (36). 


IN REALITY, THERE IS RESTRICTION (OF THE TITLE ‘ PRIEST’), 
BASED UPON TEXTS DEALING WITH THE ‘ SACRIFICIAL FEES’. 


Bhasya. 


Tt has been established that there are seventeen priests.--We now proceed 
to consider which are these seventeen. 

The Pirvapaksa view is that——“ there is no newe lit. cannot be 
determined which these seventeen are]”’. 
l ‘The Siddhdnta is as follows—In reality, Dare is restriction of the title 
. ‘priest’, based on the teats dealing with the Sacrificial Fees,;—the application 


; of the title should be restricted on the basis of connection with the Sacrificial — 


Fees ;—it is laid down that ‘the Sacrificial Fee is to be paid to the Priests’ ; 
and after having-laid down this general injunction, a few particular persons 
- Like the Brahman-priest—are specifically named in the texts laying down 
the order in which the Fee is to be paid to those engaged in the performance ;— 


cae such, for regia as ‘He gives: it. to the Agnit, then to the Brahman, then _ 


to so and so’. (Taitti. Bra. 1. 1. 6. 10). From this it follows that those 
that are specifically named in these texts are the real ‘Priests’, any others 
‘besides these cannot be called ‘ priests’ ;—the title being restricted by the 
Sacrificial Fees. 


SUTRA (37). 


ALSO BECAUSE THE INITIATION OF THESE (PRIESTS) ALONE HAS 
BEEN LAID DOWN AFTER THE DECLARATION THAT 
| THEY ARE ^ SACRIFICERS °. 


= Bhasya. 


-o Having declared that ‘ Those that are Priests are sacrificers’, the Veda 
goes on to speak of the Initiation of the Brahman and the rest, in the text 
that lays down the order in which. these are to be ‘ initiated ’—viz. ‘ Having 
initiated (1) the Sacrificer, the Adhvaryu initiates (2). the Brahman; then 
(3) the Udgatr, then (4) the Hotr; then the Pratiprasthātr initiates (5) the 
Adhvaryu, and then the Halfers [those entitled to half the Fee],—viz. (6) 
the Brahmandchchhamein, who is assistant to the Brahman,;—( 7) the Prastotr, 
who is assistant to the Udgatr,—and | (8) the Maitravaruna, who is assistant 
- to the Hoir p fien the Nëstr initiates the s 9) Pega, and then the 


i 
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—Thirders [those entitled to one-third of the Fee],—viz. (10) the Agnidh, who 


is assistant to the Brahman,—(11) the Pratihartr, who is assistant to the 
Udgitr,—and (12) the Achchhdvika, who is assistant to the Hoty ;—then the 
Unnétr initiates (13) the Nésir, and then the Fourthers [those entitled to, 
one-fourth of the Fee}—viz. (14) the Potr, who is assistant to the Bréiman,— 
(15) the Subrahmanya, who is assistant to the Udgdir,—and (16) the 
Grdvastut, who is assistant to the Hotr ;—then (17) the Unnéér is initiated 
by some other Brahmana, or by a Religious Student deputed for that 


purpose by his Teacher.—Now all these Initiations are ‘ embellishments’ 


for the Sacrificers. From this also it follows that the seventeen persons 
entitled to be called ‘Priests’ are the Brahman and the rest mentioned 
here. 


ADHIKARANA (18) : The ‘Master’ forms the ‘ Seventeenth’ 
of the Priests. 


SUTRA (38). 


Tun MASTER or THE HOUSE IS TO BE REGARDED AS THE SEVENTEENTH 
€ PRIEST’, ON THE BASIS OF THE SIMILARITY OF FUNCTIONS, 


Bhasya. 


It. has been stated above that there are ‘ seventeen Priests’, and that 
these are the Brahman and the rest. 

Now there arises the question—[As the text enumerating the Initiations 
has named only sixteen persons|— Who is the seventeenth ? Is it some member 
of the Assembly ? Or the Master of the House (the Sacriticer) ? 

The Pirvapaksa view is as follows :—‘‘ Some member of the Assembly 
should be the seventeenth ; as it is only such a person who would be a worker 
(a servant), the other is the MJaster,—and it is only a worker that can be 
engaged on payment; the Priests are all engaged on payment :—hence it 


i follows that the seventeenth ‘Priest’ should be some member of the 
Assembly. . Further, there are texts speaking of the ‘sadasya’ (member 


_ of the Assembly), of a ‘Cup’ belonging to him, as also his ` appointment’ ; 
and it is a Priest that is to be ‘appointed’, not the Master himself. For 
-these reasons the seventeenth Priest must be some member of the Assembly.” 
In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhinta :—The Master 
of the House isto be regarded as the seventeenth ‘ Priest’, on the basis of the 
similarity of functions; it is the Master that should form the seventeenth 
of the Priests ;—why ?—becauso of the similarity of functions ; that is, persons 
who perform the sacrifice become known as ‘ Priests’ ;—the Master of the 
‘House is certainly one who performs the sacrifice ;—hence he must be a 
f priest’; on the ground that the function of ‘performing the sacrifice’ 
belongs to him in common (with the Priests)—As regards the argument 
that—‘ the texts speak of the ‘member of the Assembly’, of the ‘Cup’ belong- 
ing to him, and also of his ‘appointment’, and hence this seventeenth 
should be some member of the Assembly ’’,—our answer is that when the 
texts speak of the ‘member of the Assembly’, they speak of the Brahman 


Priest, and the ‘Cup’ and the ‘appointment’ also that they speak of are 


of the same Brahman Priest; and he is called ‘sadasya’ (member of the 
Assembly), because he is really one of the persons present in the Sacrificial 
House.—From all. this it follows that the Master is the seventeenth of the 
* priests’. La ae ne ies 


ADHIKARANA (19): ' (A) Each of the Priests is to perform 
only those functions that have been named after him.— 
(B) The Fires serve the purposes of all Sealey 


SUTRA (39). 


(A)—[Ptrvapansa]—‘‘ Tum PRIESTS SHOULD PERFORM ALL THE FUNC- 
TIONS, AS THEY ARE ENGAGED FOR THAT PURPOSE.”’—(B)—THE 
FIRES SERVE THE PURPOSES OF ALL THE SACRIFICES, 

AS THEY HAVE THEIR OWN TIME. 


[Having dealt with the number and character of Performers, we now proceed 
to consider the question of the employment of these porormer in the various 
performances. ] 


Bhasya. 


We have seen that at the Jyotigtoma there are seventeen Priests, including 
the Master of the Sacrifice—(A) The question that arises now is—Are. all 
the Priests to do all that is to be done by men (in connection with the ` 
sacrificial performance) ?—Or is there any restriction cee oentiayion and. 
distribution of functions) ? E 
——(B) There is another question also—Are the three Fires (Gdrhapatya, 
Daksindgni, and Ahavaniya) to be used in connection with all that can be 
done with the help of Fire ?—-Or is there some restriction (as to what is to 
be done with which Fire) ? . 

The Purvapaksa view on Question (A) is that—‘‘all the Priests should 
perform all the functions, as they are engaged for that purpose ; that is to say, 
< having been appointed for the purposes of the sacrificial performance, they 
should do all that is to be done by men”. [The Siddhdnta of this pace 
is stated in St. 40, below.] 

(B) As regards the Fires, it is the Siddhdnta that is set forth in 
the Sūtra, and this is as follows:—All the Fires should be used in 
connection with all the actions that can be done with the help of Fire ; 
because the Fires are needed by all those actions. The particle ‘sva’ is 
a reference to the Fires ; the meaning being that the Fires are to be used in 
connection with all sacrifices, as they have their own time [that is, they. have 
‘been enjoined in. relation to their own ‘time, and not to the time of any. 
particular sacrifice; and hence they may be. used whenever they are 
s required]. We have understood this (as the final Siddhdnta). 

[In the Bhagya on this Adhikarana, specially on Si. 39, there is a confusion ; 
-it is made clear in the Tantiavartika (Trans., PP- 1643-1646) The Siitra 39 con- 
tains two distinct statements—the. first part is the statement: ofa Pirvapakea, 
and the second part, the statement of a Siddhanta. The question regarding this 
Siddhanta (relating to the Fires) is—Are the three consecrated Fires to be used in’ 
“connection with the Primary Sacrifice only. t. Or with the Primary as. well as the 


: Subsidiaries 7—The TUPADA 3 is that. w tas! should be used at the Primary > 7 
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Sacrifice only, for the simple reason that they have not been laid down in the 
context of any sacrifice (according to Si. 3. 6. 2).—The Siddhdnta is that the Fires 
should be used in connection with the Primary as well as with the Subsidiary sacri- 
fices, because they have been laid down independently by themselves—having 
their own time.—As regards Question (A), in regard to the Priests, the Pirvapaksa 
is stated in the first part of Sa. 39 and the Siddhdnia in St. 40.] 


SUTRA (40). 


 [SIDDHÄNTA or ADHIKARANA 19(A)|—THERE SHOULD BE A RESTRICTION 
(AND DISTRIBUTION) OF FUNCTIONS (AMONG THE PRIESTS), ON 
THE BASIS OF THEIR NAMES ; AS IT IS FOR THAT PURPOSE 
THAT (DISTINCT) NAMES HAVE BEEN 
ASSIGNED TO THEM. 


Bhasya. 


On the basis of the particular names given to particular priests, there 
should be a restriction of functions; only the functions that have been 
: named after a certain priest should be performed by that Priest; as it is 
only thus that a useful purpose would be served by the naming of the 

. functions (after the Priests); that is, the functions named ‘Adhvaryava’ — 
_ should be performed by the .Adhvaryu-priest,—those named “hauira? 
© should be performed by the Hoty-priest,—those named ‘ Audgdtra’ should — 
be performed by the Udgdir-priest. 


ADHIKARANA (20): In some cases the distribution of func- 
tions among the Priests is not strictly in accordance 
with their name.—Hxception to the preceding 
Adhikarana. - 


SUTRA (41). 


THE INDICATION (OF THE PARTICULAR PRIEST TO PERFORM A PARTICULAR 
FUNCTION) IS DONE BY DIRECT INJUNCTION AS 
ALSO BY SPECIFIC NAME. 


Bhdsya. 


Question—Is this a universal rule (to be followed in all cases) that a 
function is to be performed by the Priest after whom it is named ? 

[Pūrvapakga—“ Yes ”.] l 

Siddhänta—It is not so; because as a matter of fact, the indication 


of the particular Priest to perform a particular function is done by Direct | 


Injunction and also by specific name (not always by the generic names 


t Adhvaryava’, ‘Hautra’, and ‘ Audgdtra’).—As an example of indication — 


by Direct Injunction, we have the text ‘Tasmat maitrévarunah présyatt 
chinuchiha’ (‘Therefore the Maitravaruna gives directions and recites the 
- Puronuvikyd’] (Taitti. Bra. 3. 12. 9. 5);—[where the two functions of giving 
directions and reciting are specifically assigned to the Maiirdvaruna Priest, 
though the giving of directions falls within those functions that have been 
-called ‘ Adhvaryava’, and as such should have been performed by the 
- Adhvaryu; similarly the reciting is a function falling within those called 
_ * Hautra’ and as. such should have been done by the Hoir priest.—But in 
view of the Direct Injunction quoted, both these are done by the Maiträ- 
varuna Priest]. 

Similarly as instances of pee names given to acts indicating their 
performer, we have the names ‘ potriyd’ and ‘ nésiriya; [which are given 
to certain actions, which under the general rule woda have been done 


by the Brahman and the Adhvaryu respectively, but, which, by virtue of 


these special names, are done by the Poir and the Négtr respectively]. 
These are exceptions to the general rule that the Performa of funetions 
are indicated by the names given to the functions. 


-sOTRA (42). 


‘Snare WE. FIND INDICATIONS ALSO. To THE SAME 1 BEFROT. a 


- - Bhägya. 


We Javë the text——‘ Hotuk E T akua ee 
- [He may listen to the oo renting: the Tna which; cosurring 
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under the section dealing with the functions of the Hotr and hence called 
‘ Hautra’, indicates the Hotr-priest as the performer of the act of Reciting. 
—~Similarly there is another indicative text—‘ Udgithah udgatrrnam rchah, 
‘pranavah ukthashamsindm, pratihdrah adhvarytinam’ [‘ The Udgitha is for 
the Udgätr-priests, the verses and the Pranava of the Ukthashamsins, and 
the Pratihara of the Adhvaryus’], which indicates a differentiation of func- 
tions by means of specific names.—The following is another indicative 
text— Yo va’dhvaryoh svam vëda svavanéva bhavati, état vë dhvaryoh svam 
yadashravayati’ [‘ He who understands the Adhvaryu’s own thing becomes 
endowed with wealth; this is the Adhvaryu’s own thing that he urges the 
Agnidh to direct the Hotr to recite ’] (Taitti. Sarh. 3. 1. 2. 3), which indicates 
the particular performer by means of a specific name. 


| 
! 
i 
i 
; 
d 
i 
l 


ADHTKARANA (21): The ‘ Reciting’ and the © Directing’ are 
to be done by the Maitravaruna, only when ne are 
done concurrently. 


SUTRA (43). 


[PorvapaKsa]}—‘ THE ‘ Directing’ AND THE ‘ RECITING’ ARE TO BE 
DONE (IN ALL CASES) By THE MarrRAvaRUNA; AS 
SUCH Is THE INJUNCTION.” 


Bhasya. 


[It having been established that the indication of performers by Name is 
set aside by Direct Injunction, we now proceed to consider the question ag to 
whether it is set aside wholly, or only in part.—Tantravartika.] 

At the Jyotistoma sacrifice, there is the Agnisomiya animal, eee of 

in the text—‘ Yo diksito yadagnisomiyam pashumdlabhéta’ [‘ The. initiated 


person. who sacrifices the Agnisomiya animal’) (Taitti. Sara. 6. 1. 11. 6)... In- 


connection with this animal, there is the text—‘ Tasmāt mattrévarunah 
 presyati chinuchaha’ [Therefore the Maitravaruna priest gives directions: 
and also recites the Purénuvakyd `]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Is the Maitrdvaruna priest 
to do all the Reciting and all the Directing that is done? Or only in that 
case where the direction is contained in what is recited [i.e. where both are 
done concurrently through. the same words] ? 

The Pirvapaksa view is that “all recitings (and all diveotings) are to be 
done by the Maitrévaruna, as there is no ground for differentiation ; as a 


matter of fact there are no grounds for any such differentiation as that — 


‘this. Reciting, and not that, is to be done by the Mattrdvaruna’ ; hence 
it follows that the Maztraévaruna is to do all the Reciting and Directing that 
is to be done [though these functions, as included under the name > Hata ; 
should have been performed by the Hotr-priest].”. ” 


SUTRA (44). 


(Smomkwna]—In REALITY, ° THE INJUNOTION APPLIES TO THE ‘ RECITING ? 
‘OF THE ‘ PURONUVAKYA ’ ONLY ; AS IT IS THIS THAT IS ACOOM- 
- PANIED BY THE. DIRECTION. 


| Bhāsya. i 


th A rolis it iş a the Puromvakjā that i is to be recited by the M aire: i 


varuņa ;—why 1—because . the Mattrdévaruna comes in as the reciter only 
in cases where the Reciting and, Directing are done together ; in cases where 
there is mere reciting of the Anuvakya, the Maitrāvaruņa does not come in 
< at all; nor in cases. where ther is Direoting only ;—it is only where the two 
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come together that the Maztrdvaruna comes in ;—hence it is only in con- 
nection with cases where the two are done together that we have the declara- 
tion in the text—‘ the Maitravaruna directs and recites’, ‘ Mattrdvarunah 
présyati chanuchaha ’,—where the repetition of the particle ‘cha’ indicates 
that the reference is to cases where the two acts are done together. 

[The Puronuvakya verse ends with the Imperative word ‘ yaja’ (‘ please 
sacrifice’), which contains the directing which is done when the Puronuvākyä is 
recited,—thus the two acts of Reciting and Directing being done together.] 


SUTRA (45). 


ALSO BECAUSE WE FIND THE HOTR PRIEST MENTIONED IN 
CONNECTION WITH THE RECITING OF THE ‘ PRATARANUVAKA ’. 


Bhasya. 


For the following reason also we think that all Reciting is not to be 
done by the Maitravaruna.—For what reason ?—Because the Veda indicates 
the Hoir in connection with the reciting of the Prdataranuvaka.—How is this 
indicated ?—There is the text—' Yatra hotuh prdataranuvdkamanubruvatah 
` upashrnuyät tadā adhvaryurgrhniyat’ [‘When he hears the Hoty reciting | 
the Prataranuvika, the Adhvaryu should hold the cup.’ ].—--From this it follows 


.- that all reciting is not to be done by the Maitrdvaruna 


ADHIKARANA (22): The * Chamasa-homa’ is to be 
performed by the Adhvaryu. 


SUTRA (46). 


[Porvapaxsa]}— THE ‘ CHAMASA-OBLATIONS ° ARE TO BE OFFERED © 
BY THE CHAMASADHVARYUS,—BY REASON OF 
THE Name.” 


Bhasya. 


There are the Chamasddhvaryu priests. ‘In regard to these, there arises — 
the question—Are the Chamasa- oblations to be offered by the Chamasddh- 
varyus? or by the Adhvaryu? 

The Pirvapaksa view is that—‘‘the Chamasddhvaryus should offer 
them ;—why ?—because they are named ‘ Chamasddhvaryu’, which indicates 
that in regard to the Chamasas, they perform the functions of the Adhvaryu ; 
hence (the offering of oblations being the function of the Adhvaryu) it follows 
that the Chamasa-oblations should be offered by the Chamasddhvaryus ” 


SUTRA (47). 


IN REALITY, THE ADHVARYU SHOULD OFFER THE OBLATIONS, 
BECAUSE OF THE LAW RELATING TO HIM. 


Bhasya. 


In reality, the Adhvaryu should offér the oblations; because the Law is 
that all the functions that are called ‘ Adhvaryava’ should be performed 
by the Adhvaryu ;—and the offering of oblations (into Fire) is an ‘ Adhvaryava’ 
_ function ;—hence the oblations should be offered by the Adhvaryu.— But 
by reason of the specific name ‘ Chamasddhvaryu ’ (which connects the priests 
-of this name with the Chamasa-oblations), the oblations in question should 


be offered by the Chamasadhvaryus [the indication of the specific name r 


setting aside that of the generic name * Adhwaryava ’). "That cannot be, 
we reply ;~-these priests are called ‘ Chamasadhvaryu? in the sense that they : 


‘function like the Adhvaryu in regard. to the Chamasas’; which can only 


mean that ‘if the Adhvaryu offers. the Chamasa-oblations, the Chamasd- ` | 


dhvaryus. also may offer them’; in fact, if the oblations were offered by the 
Chamasddhvaryus, and not ‘by. the Adhvaryu, then the Chamasddhvaryus ` 
would. not be functioning like the Adhvaryu. —From this it follows that the 
Chamasddhvaryus are not. to offer r the- Cham taa: oiana. : 
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SUTRA (48). 


arao BECAUSE WE FIND f ANOTHER’ PRIEST MENTIONED IN 
CONNECTION WITH THE ‘CHAMASA’, 


Bhdsya. 


We find that in connection with the Chamasa, the Veda speaks of a 
priest other than the Chamasddhvaryu.— How so?”’—We have the text— 
‘ Chamasimshchamasddhvaryavé prayachchhati, tin sa vasatkartré harati’, 
from which we learn that someone else offers the oblation and hands 
over the Chamasa to the Chamasddhvaryu.— How is this deduced ? ?— 
What we understand the text to mean is that when the Chamasddhvaryw offers 
it to the Vasatkartr, he does so with the view that the Vasatkarty will eat 
: out of it; which implies that the Chamasa is handed over to the Chamasé- 
dhvaryu, after the oblation has been offered out of it;—and that the person 
who hands it over to him is the person who has offered the oblation ;—from 
which it is clear that the man offering the oblations is other than the Chamasd- 
dhvaryu.—Then again we have the text-—‘ Yo vd adhvaryoh svam véda svava- 
néva bhavati, srugvā adhvaryoh svam, vayavyamasya svam, chamaso’ sya svam °, 
where the Chamasa is spoken of as the ‘ sva’ (property) of the Adhvaryu ps 


as a matter of fact, however, the Chamasa is the property of the Sacrificer; 


not of the Adhvaryu; hence when the text speaks of the Chamasa as the 


‘property’ of the Adhvaryu, what is meant is that the Chamasa- oblations | 


. are to be offered by the Adhvaryu. 


SUTRA (49). 


IT Is ONLY IN CASES OF INCAPACITY (OF THE ADHVARYU) THAT THE 
CHAMASADHVARYUS COULD BE REGARDED (AS ENTITLED 'TO 
. OFFER THE OBLATIONS IN QUESTION). 


Bhasya. 


_. Question—“* How then is the name ‘ Chamasddhvaryu’ to be accounted 

for?” ve 

Answer—They should be regarded as entitled to offer the oblations in cases 

- of incapacity ; that is, in cases where, on account of being otherwise engaged, 
the Adhvaryu is unable to offer the oblations, the Chamasddhvaryus would 

be the persons to offer them, by virtue of their name. 


es “ore 


ADHIKARANA (23): The ‘Shyéna’ and the ‘ Vajapéya’ 
sacrifices are to be performed by several classes of 
priests,—not by single class of priests. 

SUTRA (50). | | 
[PUrvapaksa]—‘‘ ON ACCOUNT OF THE VEDIC INJUNCTION (NAME),— 
IN CASES WHERE THE ACTIONS HAPPEN TO BE MENTIONED IN 
A PARTICULAR VEDA,—-THEY SHOULD BE PERFORMED 
IN ACCORDANCE WITH THAT VEDA ONLY,— 
AS IN THE FOREGOING CASE.” 


Bhasya. 


We find the Shyéna sacrifice mentioned in the Veda named ‘ Audgdira’, 
(ie. Samaveda) and the Vajapéya sacrifice in the Veda called ‘ Adhvaryava’ 
(i.e. Yajurveda).—In regard to these, there arises the question—Are all 
the details in connection with the Shyéna to be performed by the Udgdtr 
(Sémavedin) priests alone,—and all the details of the Vajapéya, by the 


Adhvaryu (Yajurvedin) priests. alone ?—or in both cases, the details are to 


be performed by several classes of priests ? 


On this question, the Pūrvapakşa view is as follows :—‘‘ On account of 


the Vedic Injunction,—i.e. on account of the Name—it should be ds in the 
foregoing case; i.e. just. as on the strength of the name ‘ Adhvaryava’ all 


the details mentioned in that section are performed by the Adhvaryu,—in 


the same manner, in cases where the actions happen to be mentioned in 
a particular Veda, they should be done in accordance with that Veda only ; 
that is to say, when a sacrifice is laid down in a Veda named after a 
certain priest, all the details in connection with that sacrifice should be 
performed by that same priest; as therein the sacrifice is enjoined along 
with all its accessory details.—From this it follows that all the details of 
the Shyéna (which is laid down in the Audgdtra i.e. Sdmaveda) should be 
performed by the Udgätr priest, and all the details of the Va äjapēya (which is 
‘laid down in the Adhvaryava seen) should be performed by the Adhvaryu 
priest. z 

r SUTRA (51). 
a AEN —Inasmuon AS THEY BORROW. THE DETAILS (FROM THE 
~ Primary ARCHETYPES), THEY SHOULD IN REALITY BE PER- 

FORMED ALONG WITH THEIR ACCESSORIES, AS EQUIPPED 

<- WITH THEIR OWN DETAILS, ON THE BASIS OF THE 

GENERAL LAW; THE INDICATION (OF THE N. am 
CAN BE ACCEPTED. ONLY IN OTHER CASES, 
“WHERE THERE ARE NO CLEAR 
INJUNCTIONS, 


` Bhdsya. 
nomi as. eg: Dooe. the Bon. hom “tba. Prisary Sacrifices, 


—the sacrifice should be pecloried as i aduippod with its. own details, ie. | 


AD 
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eccompaniet by all the accessories that « come into it by virtue of the general 
law (that ‘the modification should be performed in the manner of the 
Primary ’),—and along with its accessories ;—this is what we learn from the 
Veda itseli—Now as regards the two sacrifices in question, they are both 

‘modifications’ of the Jyotisioma, and as such they stand in need of 
those accessories that are already there in the Jyotistoma ;—and at the 
Jyotistoma there are several Priests performing the details ;—so that the 
case in question also has to be taken as connected with those same several 
priests. 

Objection—** The. indication by the Name is something direct, while 
the implication of the General Law is only an indirect méans of knowledge, 
being purely inferential in character [so that the latter should not over- 
ride the former].” - 

 Answer—It is true that indication by the Name is a direct means of 
knowledge ; but after all it is only an ordinary (secular) means of knowledge ; 
‘go that in this case also, it is necessary to infer a Vedic text and then make 
it, bear upon the case in question; while in the case of indication by the 
General Law (that ‘the modification should be performed in the manner of 
the Primary’), what is brought to bear upon the case in question is a Vedic 
text which is actually perceived even though found in a remoter context, 
on the basis of which text, the sacrifice in question (i.e. the modification) — 
becomes connected with the directly cognised procedure of the Primary 
Sacrifice.. It is for this reason that the General Law is stronger (than Name 
and overrides it) = , 

As regards the argument that—‘‘on the strength of Name [all the 

details should be performed by a single priest]”,—the answer is that the — 


 tndacation by Name can be accepted only in regard to other cases, where there 


are no clear injunctions ;-—that is to say, in the case of such details as do not 
come into the sacrifice by virtue of the General Law, the matter may be. 
` determined by indications of the Name. For instance, in connection with 
the Shyéna, we find it laid down. that ‘they pierce with thorns’, and [as 
there is no such Piercing done at the Primary Sacrifice, the name of the 
performer of this act cannot be brought in from the Primary, under the 
General Law] this Piercing will be done by the Udgdtr priest (as indicated 
by the name ‘ Audgdtra’);—similarly in connection with the Vajapéya, it 
is laid down that ‘they offer it with the Usapuia’ (Shatapatha-Bra. 5. 2. 1. 
16), and this offering will be. done by the Adhvaryu (as indicated by the 
name ‘ Adhvaryata’). [The ‘ Usaputa’ is the cup prepared out of leaves 
» of the Ashvattha tree with dust taken from barren land, tiga.] l 


End of Pada vii of Adhyaya III. 


ADHYAYA II. 
PADA VIIL 
ADHIKARANA (1): The“ purchasing’ of services is the 
function of the Master of the Sacrifice. 
SUTRA (1). 


THE ‘ PURCHASING’ IS THE FUNCTION OF THE MASTER: AS THE | 
PERFORMANCE IS FOR HIS PURPOSE. 


Bhasya. 


There is the act of ‘ purchasing ’,—ie. securing the services of Priests- 
Pp 8 8 


on the payment of certain Fees, such as ‘twelve and hundred’ at the 


Jyotistoma, the ‘ Anvāhärya’ (Cooked Rice) at the Darsha-Pirnamdsa and 


so forth [vide Taitti. Sara. 1. 7. 3. 1). 


In regard to this, there arises the question—Are the Priests to be ‘ pur- 


chased’ by the Adhvaryu or by the Master ? 
The Pirvapaksa view is that—‘‘on the. strength of the Name (‘ Adh- 


varyava’, under which the ‘ Purchasing of Priests’ is included), it should be 


done by the Adhvaryu”. ao 
The Siddhdnia is as follows :—The ‘ purchasing’ is the function of the 
Master ;—why ?—-as the performance is for his purpose ; i.e. it is the Sacrificer 
(Master of the Sacrifice) who desires to obtain the results [that are to follow 
from the performance of the Sacrifice] ;—in ordinary practice, when a man 
desires to obtain certain results from the performance of an act, he has to 
do that act himself ;—if he ‘purchases’ (secures on payment) the services 
of other persons (to help him in the performance), he is regarded as doing it 
himself. Under the circumstances, if he were not to do the ‘purchasing’ 


[and if it were done by someone else], he would not be doing the main act.. | 


himself.—From all this it follows that it is the Master that does the 
PEE 


SUTRA (2). 


Te COULD BE DONE BÝ OTHERS IN A CASE WHERE THERE IS. A DIRECT 
ic DECLARATION TO. THAT P 


- Bhāşya. 


Question—Is then this the. universal rule (that the * ‘purchasing’ should 


be done alway ys: by the Master] ?. ieee a 
_ Answer—Not so; it could be: dona: Sue o in a case Suee there is a 


~ direct declaration to that effect. In a case ‘where there is a direct declaration’ 


-as'to the person who is to do the < purchasing’ [i.e. to make payments 
for “services rendered],—the ' purchasing ” “has to he. Jone in accordance 
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with that declaration; e.g. there is the declaration—‘ Ya étamistakamu. 
padadhyat sa trin vardn dadyat’ (‘He who puts in this brick should give 
three excellent things (cows) ’] (Taitti. Sam. 5. 2. 8. 2). [Here the Paras- 
maipada ending in the word ‘ upadadhydt’ indicates that the ‘placing’ 
of the bricks is to be done by a person other than the Master,—and it is 
asserted that it is this same person that should give the ‘ three cows’ to the 
priest, in payment of services rendered by him.—So that in this particular 
case, the ‘ purchasing’ is done by a person other than the Master.] 

_ [Stitra (2) which embodies an exception to Sūtra (1), has been taken as a 
distinct. Adhikarana by itself—by Mandana Mishra and by Madhavicharya. 
Kuméarila has included it under the first Adhikarana, as above.] 


Apuikarana (2): The ‘Shaving of the Head’ and other 
| ‘ Embellishments’ pertain to the Master of the — 
Sacrifice. 


SUTRA (3). 


rey Crees Coa AS THE EMBELLISHMENTS ADD TO THE 
CAPACITY OF THE PERFORMING PERSON, THEY SHOULD BE 
RESTRICTED (TO PERSONS) IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE 
VEDA (NAME),—JUST LIKE THE PERFORMING 
OF THE SEVERAL FUNCTIONS.” 


Bhisya, 


In connection with the Jyotistema, we read—‘ Késhashmashri vapaté, 
dato dhdvaté, nakhani nikrntaté, sndti’ [‘He shaves his head and beard, 
cleanses his teeth, pares his nails, and bathes’] (Taitti. Sarh. 6. 1. 1. 2). 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Are the Embellishments 


- like those here described to be done by the Adhwar yu or by the Sacrificer . 
(Master) ? 


The Péirvapaksa view is as follows :—‘ They should be done by the 


Adhvaryu; as a matter of fact, Embellishments should -be restricted in o 
accordance with the Veda, —i.e. on the basis of Name,—just like the per- 
formance of functions by individual persons; that is, just as the other - 
‘details are performed by. that priest who bears the name that is given to the 


Vedic Sections under which these details are laid down [e.g. the Adhvaryu 
performs the functions laid down in the ‘ Adhvaryava’ Section of the Veda], 
—in the same manner, the Embellishments [should be performed by persons 
whose names are borne by the Vedic Section laying down the Embellishments}.”” 


“SUTRA (4). 


[SrppHinra]—In REALITY, THE EMBELLISHMENTS, LIKE THE PRINCIPAL 


ACTION, MUST PERTAIN TO THE SAOCRIFICER, AS HE IS THE 
PRINCIPAL PERSON CONCERNED, 


| | Bhäsya. . 
In waltey t the ota in cricetion should be: done by the Sacrificer a ? 


—because he is the principal person ‘concerned. —“ What is the meaning of | 
his ‘being the principal person. 
stood to be one that is aimed at by. the performer of that action; hence- 

what the Embellishments do is to 


1” — The result of an action is always under- 


ring abont, in the person. performing 


them, the capacity to perform main act. No person, who séeks to bring 


about in himself the said capacity by the performance of a certain act,’ 


662 SHABARA-BHASYA: 


ever secures the services of other persons for the performance of that act ; 

-in fact, he secures the services of others for the purpose of obtaining certain 
desirable things; the act that brings about a capacity in a person should 
always be done by that person himself; as is found in the case of the 
Principal Action; that is to say, as a matter of fact, all those Principal 
Actions which tend to produce results in the Person, are always performed 
by the Sacrificer himself; similarly in the case in question also fas the 
Embellishments in question also tend to bring about a capacity in. the 
Sacrificer, they should be performed by the Sacrificer himself]. 


SUTRA (5). 
ALSO BECAUSE OF THE WORDS OF CERTAIN TEXTS. 
Bhdsya. 


We find such texts as—‘' Tamabhyanakti, sharésikayd’nakti’ [‘ He 
anoints him’, ‘he anoints him with the arrow-stick’], where the verb is found 
in the Parasmaipada form, which clearly indicates that it is someone else 

that does the anointing for the Sacrificer (ng the Anointing is an ‘ Em- 
bellishment °]. 


SUTRA (6). 


FURTHER, THE ACTION IN QUESTION HAS BEEN SPOKEN OF AS A 
SUBORDINATE. FACTOR. 


Bhasya. 


 .. It has been argued (by the Pirvapaksin) that “ the Embellishments 
_ should be: restricted on the basis of Names, in accordance with the Veda”. 
` —But this is not right; because the action in question has been spoken of asa 
subordinate factor. As a matter of fact, we accept the Name as the deter- 
mining factor only in cases where the action appears as- the predominant 
- factor,—i.e. as one for the performance of which the services of certain 
persons (priests) have to be secured ; it is. only in the case of such an action 
[where the Men are subordinate to, and subserve the purposes of, the 
Action, which is the predominant factor] that. its performer is taken to be 
determined by the Name (of the Vedic Section in which the injunction of 
the. action is -found)—In the case of the Shaving of the Head and other 
Embellishments [which appear as subordinate to, and subserving the pur- 

3 poses of, the Man],—if they were taken as related to (and pertaining to) the. 
«priests, then such a relation would have to be assumed, as in that case [the 


. x -actions not standing i in need of any such connection, being already connect- ~ 
© ed with the Sacrificer}—those Embellishments. would come in only as. serving. l 
ag some transcendental | purpose ; ‘while in the case of those acts: (sacrificial. 


details) as bear directly upon the sacrificial performance, their. connection 
with those persons (priests) is already established. (by the fact. of their 
standing: in aa of performers and hente it has not got to be assumed); 
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—{[the connection of the Embellishments with the Sacrificer is also ‘one 
that is already established by the fact of their being spoken of as subordinate 

to, and subserving the visible purpose, cleanliness, of the Sacrificer] ;—and 

so long as an established relationship is possible, there can be no justification 
for the assuming of an unestablished one.—Krom all this it follows that in 

a case where the Man is the predominant factor [and the action is subordinate 
to him], Name cannot be the determining factor (in the indication of the 
Performer for it). 


SUTRA (7). 


ALSO BECAUSE THEY HAVE BEEN LAID DOWN IN REFERENCE TO 
THE RESULTANT ‘ APURVA’. 


Bhäşya. 


By the term ‘Chodanā’ (in the Sūtra) we mean the resultant Apūrva 

(of the Primary Sacrifice); so that what the Sütráa means is that the 
Embellishments in question have been laid down in reference to the resultant 
Aptrva ; and as it is not possible for them to be done by themselves without 
a material substratum (the thing to be embellished, without’ which there can 
be no Embellishment), they are taken as to be done to such things jand 
they could be done to, and be connected with, things remote from themselves, 
only if it were not possible for them to be done to, and he connected with, 
a thing in close proximity te them; and when it is possible for them to be 
' done to a thing in close proximity to themselves, they should not be done — 
to remoter things, as they will have their requirements fulfilled by being 
done to the nearer thing.—For this reason also the Embellishments should 

< pertain to the Sacrificer (who is in close proximity to them). 


SUTRA (8). 


Ox ACCOUNT OF INEQUALITY, THEY COULD NOT BE APPLICABLE 
EQUALLY [TO ALL THE PERSONS]: 


Bhäşya. 


This. Sütra is to be taken as following upon a few words to be supplied 
fas embodying an argument answered by the Sūtra]; these words being— 
“Why cannot the Embellishments be taken as applicable equally (to both, 
the Sacrificer as well as the Priests) ? When they have not been laid down 
in special shri to any particular paraan they should. be applicable to 
every. person’, | 
The answer mie this 3 is , that the Taunton of the Embellishments cannot 
: “apply equally to all persons.—‘‘ Why? Because of inequality ; i.e. all the : 
‘persons are not equally circumstanced i in regard to the injunction in ques- 
- tion." What is the inequality 1 ”—The inequality lies in the fact that the 
"Embellishments have been enjoined for the Sacrificer, not for the Prieste.— 
“But how ae you know that ist are enjoined for the. Sacrificer ? parities 


Ss semitone soca a i : i 
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the fact that when a man desires to accomplish an end by an act, he should 
do that act himself (see Si. 3. 7. 18).—‘‘ But as they are not enjoined in 
special reférence to any particular person, they should be taken as enjoined 
for the Priests also.” —We are of opinion that, as they cannot serve any useful 
purpose in connection with the priests, they cannot be taken as enjoined 
for them.—‘‘ Why is no useful purpose served by them in connection with 
the Priests ? °—If they were done by (and to) the Priests, they would be 
acts that are neither done nor got done by the Sacrificer ; for the simple reason 
` that the services of the Priests have not been secured for the performance 
of those Embellishments ;—-and if they were done by the Priests themselves, 
then they could not in any way benefit the person who. stands in need 
[of aids to the fulfilment of the Sacrifice and the resultant Apirva] ;—and 
thus they would be entirely useless. This is the reason why they cannot 
be taken as enjoined for the Priests ;—and this is what constitutes: the 
‘inequality’ (spoken of in the Sdtra).—From. all this. it follows that the 
Embellishments cannot apply equally to all the persons. 


ii ERED LEE SITS 


ADHIKARANA (3): The Penances are to be performed by 
the Sacrificer. 
SUTRA (9). 


PENANCES ALSO [ARE TO BE PERFORMED BY THE SACRIFICER]; BECAUSE 
THEY HELP IN THE ACCOMPLISHMENT OF THE RESULT ;—AS 
IN ORDINARY LIFE. 


Bhasya. 


Certain Penances are found to be enjoimed—* He does not eat for two 
days’, ` he does not eat for three days’, and so forth. 

In regard to these there arises the question—Are the Penances to he 
performed by the Priests? Or by the Sacrificer ? 

The Pirvapaksa view is that-—"‘ The Penances should be taken as o 
be performed by the Priests,—on the basis of the name [‘ Adhvaryava’, 
of that section of the Veda where the Penances are enjoined]” 

The Siddhdnta is as follows:—-The Penances should be performed by 
the Sacrificer ;—-why ?—because they help in the accomplishment of the 
result ; ie. the Penances are performed with a view to the accomplishment 
of the result; as a matter of fact, a man obtains the results of a sacrifice 
only when he is equipped with Penances.—‘‘ How do you know this ? ”— 


The performance of Penances is painful ;—pain is the direct consequence abet 


of sin ;—sin is an obstacle in the accomplishment of the result of sacrifices ;— 
sin is in fact conducive to evil, and so long as there is sin, no good can — 
come about ;—hence it is necessary to. remove it. Both Merit and Demerit 
are destroyed by the experiencing of their effects; hence it is that for the 
experiencing of pain as the result of sin, religious Penances are prescribed ; 
the idea being that the pain experienced in the performing of the Penance 
is the effect of the sin (meant to be destroyed).—In this way the Penance 
comes to have a visible purpose, and no invisible (unseen) purpose has to 
be. assumed.—Thus then, the (obstructing) sin having been destroyed by the 
experiencing of its effect (pain suffered in the performance of the Penance), 
- the sacrifice becomes free from obstruction and thus brings about its result. 
[It is: in this way that Penances help in the accomplishment of the Result. 7 
—And the accomplishing of the result is what is to be done by the Sacrificer, 
not by the Priests. From this it Tolowa that the ae n are to be per- 
formed by the ‘Snerifloer: ees : 


SUTRA (20). 


Tamas | a8 ALSO A SUPPLEMENTARY DECLARATION POINTING | . 
TO THE | SAME ‘CONCLUSION. 


“This same conclusion is indicated by: a supplementary declacation 
which is to the following effect —* Yada wai pores na. kifichana aniarbhawats 
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yaad asya krsnam chaksuso nashyati—atha médhyatamah’ [‘ When there is 
nothing inside the man, and when the pupil has disappeared, then is he 
most fitted for a sacrifice ’],—which means that when he is fasting, then 
is he ‘fit for mëdha’ (‘médhya’); now ‘ médha’ is sacrifice, and ‘sacrifice’ 
consists in giving away ; so that what the supplementary declaration quoted 
means is that ‘by the Penance, the man is rendered fit for giving away’ 

and the person who gives away things is the Sacrificer (not the Priests).— 
From this also it follows that Penances are to be performed by the Sacrificer. 


SUTRA (11). 


It CAN BE DONE BY OTHERS, WHEN THERE IS AN INJUNCTION 
TO THAT EFFECT. 


Bhasya. 


Quiestion-—* Is it then the daves rule. that all penances. should be 
performed by the Sacrificer ? ” 

Answer—No ; it can be done by others when there is an injunction to that 
effect ;.i.e. when there is an injunction to that effect, then it should be done 
by the Priests ; e.g. there is the injunction—‘ All the Priests fast’ (in which 
case the fasting has to be done by the Priests). 


SUTRA (12). 


ALSO BECAUSE THE PENANCE IS A ‘SUBORDINATE FACTOR, THE QUESTION 
OF ITS PERFORMER CANNOT BE DETERMINED BY THE 
NAME OF THE VEDIO SECTION. 


Bhasya. 


< Ib has been argued that “on the basis of Name (‘ Adhvaryava’, of 
the Vedic Section where the Penances are prescribed), the Penances should 
be taken as to be performed by the Priest (Adhvaryu)’’.—The answer to this 
is that, because: the Penance is a subordinate factor, its performer cannot 
be determined by Name; as Name is regarded as the determining factor 
only in cases where the Man is the subordinate factor [which is not so in the 
case in question]. 
Or, the Stitra may be explained. in the following manner—- 
[By a second interpretation of this Siitra, the Bhasya mars a Serwa 
:  Adhikaraņa a it, which ia as heii ees 


~~ all this it follows that at each o 


ADHIKARANA (4): The‘ Red Turban’ and-other similar 
details pertain to all the Priests. 


SUTRA (12). 


INASMUCH AS THEY ARE SUBORDINATE ACCESSORIES, THEIR CONNECTION 
CANNOT BE DETERMINED BY THE ‘NAME’ OF THE 
VEDIC SECTION. 


Bhasya. 


l (a) In connection with the Shyéna sacrifice, we read—‘ Lohitosnisd 
lohitavasand rivijah pracharanti’ [‘Red-turbaned and red-clothed priests 
-move about’ ;—(b) similarly in connection with the Vdajapéya_ sacrifice, 
we read-—‘ Hiranyamdlina rivijah pracharanti’ [‘Gold-necklaced _ priests 
move. about °]. 


In regard to these there arises the question—(a) At the Shyéna, is it only | 


the Udgaty priests who are to be ‘red-turbaned’ and (b) at the Vajapéya, 


only the Adhvaryus who are to wear the golden necklace ? Or, at both 


‘sacrifices, all the priests are to wear it ? 


‘The Pirvapaksa view is that—“ (a) On the ae of Name [‘ Aud- 


gatra’ of the Veda where the Shyéna is prescribed], the Udgdtr priests 
_ alone are to wear the Red-turban at the Shyéna,—and (6b) on account of the 
Name |t Adhvaryava’ of the Veda where the Vdajapéya is prescribed], the 
Adhvaryu priests alone are to wear the golden necklace at the Vajapéya’’. 

The Siddhdinta view is as follows :—Inasmuch as the things in question 
are subordinate accessories, their connection cannot be determined by the name of 
the Vedic Section ; that is to say, being red-turbaned is a subordinate accessory, 
~—s0 also is being gold-necklaced ;—and the Man (Priest) is the predominant 
factor ;~-hence it follows that the Red Turban and the Clold-necklace. are 
meant to be accessories (or appurtenances) of the Man, and not as something 
to be done; consequently the Man must be regarded as the predominant 
factor.—‘* What if it is so ? ”—If it is so, then, there is the principle already 
accepted, that in cases where the Man is the predominant factor, the Name 
cannot be the Aetormining factor i in TRTE the pane of the action 
concerned. - 

Further, from the fact of the articles being spoken of as the accessories 


of man, it follows that what is laid: down pertains to all the men (concerned) ; 


because as a rule, whenever an accessory is laid down in close proximity to 
the predominant factors (of which it is an. aecessory), it means that it is 


laid’ down in- connection with each one of ‘the predominant factors :—and < 


this all-round connection having. been indicated by Direct Declaration; — 
how could it be restricted by a N l nif there were a name ?—From 


7 the nee 3 


wō sacrifices. (Shyéna. and: Vajapeya), 
: the accessory details like those’ di consideration « are to be ser bya al 


ADHIKARANA (5): The“ desire for rain’ pertains — 
to the Sacrificer. | 


SUTRA (13), 


SIMILARLY, THE ‘ DESIRE * ALSO [PERTAINS TO THE SACRIFICER] ; 
BECAUSE IT IS HE THAT IS CONNECTED WITH THE PURPOSE 
(OF THE PERFORMANCE). 


Bhasya, 
In connection ‘with the Jyotistoma, we read—‘ Yadi kdmayét varsét 


parjanyah nichaih sado minuydt’ [‘If he desire that Parjanya should rain, 
he should measure out the Assembly on low ground ’]. 


In regard to this there arises the question—Is the ‘ Desire ’ mentioned 
here that of the Priest? Or of the Sacrificer ? What the question means 


- is—Who.is the nominative to the verb ‘ kdmayét’ (‘should desire tis 
it the Adhvaryu priest, or the Sacrificer ? 


The Parvapaksa view is that—“ The desire should be taken as that of | 3 
the Priest, because of the Name (of the Vedic Section) ; the indication of the > 


Name is that the Person. who is eager to obtain results from the sacrifice is 
the Adhvaryu priest, who is the person spoken of in the Context [after whose 
- name the Section of the Veda has been named. as ‘ Adhvaryava’]; hence it 


is the Adhvaryu who is taken as syntactically connected with the verb- 


‘ minuydt’ (© should measure sae ’);-~-from all this it follows that rhe ‘desire? 
spoken of is that of the Priest.’ 

The Siddhdnta is as follows :—Desire also should be like the Pani : 
- that is, the Desire pertains to the Sacrificer— Why so ?’-~Because it 
ig he that is connected with the purpose of the performance ; that is to say, 
“it is understood that the Sacrificer is connected with the ‘ purpose’ 


. —i.e. the Result—of the Sacrifice as performed along with its accessory . 
details.—-Then again, in the case of the text ‘Jyotistoména svargakimo  _ 


i yajēta’ [‘ Desiring Heaven, one should perform the Jyotigtoma Sacrifice ’] 
the particular ending (Atmanépada in ‘yajeta’),—makes it clear that. the 
_ desire for ‘heaven’ is that of the Sacrificer ; in the case in question, the pecu- 
< Siar. ending (Parasmaipada) in ‘ minuydt’ makes it clear that the Adhvaryu 


 is-to do the measuring out for. the sake of someone else (i.e. the Sacrificer).. = 
It has. been. urged that—‘ by reason of Syntactical Connection (of the | 


verb | ‘ should. desire’) with the. person appearing in the Context as the 
seeker for result [the Desire. should pertain to the Adhvaryu]”.—But even 


with this Syntactical Connection the sentence could be explained as < In. © me 
. the event. of the. Sacrificer being desirous (of rain), the T should; : 


: measure out, ote, 
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SUTRA (14). 
' Tv CAN PERTAIN TO OTHERS, ONLY WHEN IT IS SPOKEN. OF AS SUCH. 
. Bhasya. 


In a case where it is spoken of as such, the desire may be taken as per- 
taining to the Priest. For instance, there is the text—' Udgdta dtmanéva 
` yajamandya vā yam kamam kamayaté tamdgdyati’ (‘The Udgdir priest 
sings out that result which he desires for himself or for the sacrificer ’].— 
Now here, if the term ‘ dimané’ (‘for himself’) were to mean ‘for the 
sacrificer °, then there could be no justification for the adding of the term 
‘ yajamindya’, or of the term ‘vd’ ;-—hence it follows that by reason of the 
(separate) mention of the ‘ Sacrificer’, the Udgdtr priest should be taken as 
speaking of himself (as desiring results). ; 


PEETER 


| 


OSEE 


ADHIKARANA (6): The Mantras beginning with ‘ Ayurda’ 
and the like are to be recited by the Sacrificer. 
SUTRA (15). 


Tae MANTRAS ALSO WHICH ARE NOT CONNECTED WITH ANY ACTION, 
. ARE LIKE ‘DESIRE’ [ILE. THEY ARE CONNECTED 
: i WITH THE SACRIFICER]. 


Bhäsya. 


-The Mantras that are meant to Be considered here are those like the 
following—‘ Ayurda agné dyur mē dthi’, ‘ Varchoda agné asi varcho më déhi’ 
[ O Agni, you are the bestower of longevity, bestow longevity upon me!’, 
‘O Agni, you are the bestower of glory, bestow glory upon me’]. [The 
Mantras are laid down as to be simply recited, not in connection with the 
performance of any sacrificial details.] (Taitti, Sarh. 1. 5. 5. 4.) 

In regard to these there arises the question—Are these to be recited by 
the Priest ? Or by the Sacrificer ? 

The Pirvapaksa view is that—‘‘ On account of the name (of the Vedic 
Section in which these Mantras occur), the Mantras should be taken as to be 
recited by the Priest”. 

The Siddhänta- is as follows :—These Mantras should be like ee 
gone before ; that is like ‘desire’ [they should be taken as connected with — 
the Sacrificer]; it is only thus that. there would be justification for the pres- 
ence in the Mantra of the term expressive of the speaker himself. [i.e. the 
pronoun * më?]. In the expressions ‘ bestow Npgevny upon me and * bestow 
‘glory upon me’,—the terms ‘longevity’ and ‘glory’ stand for the result 
expected to follow from the performance undertaken,—the sense being 
‘O Fire, please. accomplish the result of my action ’.—Now the result ex- 
pected to follow from an action is spoken of only for the purposes of en- 
couragement ; and the person who is encouraged by it is the Sacrificer, no 
one else. Asa matter of fact, the Fire (that is addressed in the Mantras) 
has not been kindled for the sake of the result that is to accrue from the 
. performance to the Priest ; as this result (being in the shape of the Sacrificial 
' Fee payable to him) is already an accomplished entity; in fact, the Fire has 
been kindled for the sake of the result that is to accrue to the Sacrificer ; 
this result is not yet an accomplished entity, and is therefore to be spoken 
of as to be hoped for; and this encourages the Sacrificer and thereby tends 
a to saye the performance from. becoming defective. Even when the Priest 
is encouraged by the prospect: of (the Fee which is) an accomplished entity, ae 
he is so encouraged. only in the performance which is to bring its reward 
to the Sacrificer; but the ‘presence of the term expressive of the speaker 
himself could not be justifiable if the reciting were done by the Priest ; the 
term expressive of the speaker. himself retains its direct natural meaning 


o only when the words. are recited by. the Sacrificer.—From all this it follows 


l that the Mantras in question s should be recited by the Sacrificer. 
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SUTRA (16). 


. 


ALSO BECAUSE WE FIND THE MANTRAS BEING RECITED DURING 
THE ABSENCE (OF FIRE). 


Bhasya. 


As a matter of fact, we find similar Mantras being addressed during the 
absence of Fire,—when the man is away from home (and his Fire) ;—the 
Mantra being ‘ Iha éva san tatra santam tvd agné, etc.’ [‘ While remaining here, 
I address thee, O Agni, who art there, etc.’] [where the words of the Mantra 
-itself clearly indicate that the speaker is away from the Fire]. Now a 
man away from the Fires can never be a ‘Priest’; as the term ‘ priest’ 
denotes one who is actually engaged in the sacrificial performance [and this 
can only be when the Fires are there]. As regards the Sacrificer, however, 
it is possible for him to be away from the Fire and still remain the ‘ Sacrificer’; 
because it is possible for him to go away from home after having 
made suitable arrangements for his Agnihotra (daily offerings to his Fires) ; 
—then again, it is quite possible for a man living away from home to give 
away (dedicate) things (for being offered at a sacrifice)—-The Mantra. just 
quoted (‘Iha éva san, etc.’) is just such a Mantra as is addressed to the Fire 
by one who is away from home;—this is indicated by the words of the 


Mantra itself, which, therefore, indicate that the Mantra is to be addressed . 


by the Sacrificer ;—and from this it follows that all Mantras of this ae 
are to be recited by the Sacrificer. 


È 
[ 


ADHIKARANA. (7): M antras occurring in two sections of the 
Veda are. to be recited by both persons. 


SUTRA (17). 


A MANTRA MENTIONED IN TWO PLACES IS TO BE RECITED BY BOTH 
PERSONS ; AS THE REPETITION OF THE MANTRA’ 
MUST HAVE SOME PURPOSE. l 


Bhäsya. 


There are the Darsha-Pūrņamāsa sacrifices; in connection with ‘these 
we find certain Mantras that are mentioned in two places—one in the section 
(Adhvaryava) dealing with the functions of the Adhvaryu, and then again 
in the section (Ydjamdna) dealing with the functions of the Sacrificer :— 
For instance, (a) the Mantras with which the Clarified Butter is taken up— 
* Pafichindm wä vätänäm yantraya dhartrdéya grhnāmi’ (Taitti. Sarı. 1. 6. 
1, 2) and so on, and (b) the Mantras with which the two Srucass are arranged 
—' Vajasya ma prasavéna’ (Taitti. Sarn, T. 1. 13. 1) and so on. 


In regard to these, there arises the question—Aré such Mantras to be E 
recited by both (the Saciificer and the Anoa t Or by the Adhvaryu 


alone ? . 
The Pirvapaksa view is that—“ on the basis. of Name (t Adtwaryava” Js 
the Mantras should be taken as connected with the Adhvaryu’. 

The Siddhdanta is as follows :—Both should recite the Mantras in ques- 
tion ;~-why ?—because the repetition of the Mantra must have some purpose. 
Inasmuch as the Mantras have been named after both the persons, it 
follows that both are reciters of them; hence both should recite the Mantras; 

-—the Adhvaryu reciting them with the intention of doing what is indicated 
by the words of the Mantras,—and the Sacrificer reciting them with a view 
to avoid carelessness and mistakes. i 


| 
i 
l 
a 


of a sacrifice, 3o. 


ADHIKARANA (8): The < learned’ Sacrificer alone is to be 
made to recite the Mantras. 


SUTRA (18). 


Ir IS ONLY THE LEARNED MAN THAT IS TO BE MADE TO RECITE THE 
MANTRA ; AS THE ILLITERATE MAN IS NOT ENTITLED 
_ (TO PERFORM SACRIFICES). 


Bhasya. 


In connection with the Vajapéya sacrifice, we read—(a) ‘He makes the 
Sacrificer recite the Kirpti Mantras’ [The Mantras beginning with the words 
‘ Ayuryajhéna kalpatém, etc.’ —Vajasnéya Sara. 9. 21—are called ‘ Kirptt 
Mantras’), and (b) ‘He makes the Sacrificer recite the Ujjisati-mantras [i.e. 
the Mantras beginning with the words ‘ Agnirékdksaréna '—Vajasa. Sarn. 
9, 31]. 

In regard to these, there arises the question—Are all Sacrificers, the 
learned as. well as the illiterate, to be made to recite these ? Or the learned 


ones only ? 


The Pirvapaksa view is that—‘‘ both the learned and the illiterate 


` should be made to recite the Mantras, as no distinction. has been made þe- 


tween: them” 
The Siddhanta is. as follows :—The learned alone should be made to 


‘recite the Mantras ;—why ?—because the illiterate man is not entitled to 


perform sacrifices ; as a matter of fact, the illiterate man is not entitled to 
perform sacrifices, for the simple reason that he has not. the requisite capacity. 


—“ At the time of the performance, he would learn the Mantras and. 
then recite them; and having thus acquired the necessary capacity, he 


would be entitled (to the performance).”—That cannot be,—we say: 
Because the performance of sacrifices has been laid down as coming after 
the Veda has been studied, and the study of the Veda is not included under 
the text laying down the performance of sacrifices.—‘* How so ?’—Because 
it is without reference to any act or performance that it has been enjoined 
that ‘the Veda should be studied’. And when we have this independent 


injunction: of the study of the Veda, it cannot be assumed that the 


injutetion that the Veda should be atudied. is expressed. by such sentences 
as ‘one should offer the Agnihotra’. ' Because all that this latter sentence 
lays down is the offering of the Agnihotra libations, —and. it follows. that 


~ only one who has studied the Veda. is: entitled to perform the act,—not 
one who is entirely ignorant of the Veda.— By knowing how much of 


Teda does a man become entitled to perform sacrifices 7. By knowing 


much which, on being known, supplies him with the requisite capacity : 


e man who knows that much ¢ of 


i the ‘scriptures. Thus it is only 
eda i is entitled to the: perforainnne 
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Objection—“ But the injunction that we have is that ‘one should 
study the Veda’, which means that the whole of the Veda is to be studied ; 
so that by reading up merely a part of the Veda one cannot become entitled 
to the performance of a sacrifice.” 

Answer—The Veda has to be studied for the purpose of knowing all 
about sacrifices; such being the case, when one is going to perform a 
particular sacrifice, the knowledge of any other sacrifice could not serve 
any visible purpose ; consequently in determining whether one is or is not 
entitled to the performance of any particular sacrifice, no heed need be paid 
to his knowledge of any other sacrifice ; because for the knowledge of that 
other sacrifice, it would be necessary to study that portion of the Veda 
which deals with that sacrifice. With all this however, the study of the 
whole Veda has been enjoined, for the purpose of acquiring a knowledge 
of all the sacrifices one by one.—-Hence we conclude that when a man knows 
all about the details of any one sacrifice he becomes entitled to- the 
performance of that sacrifice. Under the circumstances, a man who is 
ignorant of the details of the sacrifice will not be able to perform that 
sacrifice at all; how then could there be any possibility of his being made 
to recite the Mantras ?—~From all this it follows that it is right to say that 
it is only the learned person that should be made to recite the Mantras. 


[Kumiiila’s remarks on this are interesting-—‘ Such being the case, the know- 


ing of the branches of knowledge other than the Veda proper would be very 
far from necessary for the due performance of sacrifices. But so far as the 
knowledge of the Self is. concerned, inasmuch as without that knowledge one 


could not take up the performance. of any. sacrifice at all [as a sacrifice is always 
performed with a view to’ some benefit expected to acerue to the Person after the 


death. of the physical body], it must he regarded as necessary for the Periormanes y 


of all sacrifices °\——Tantravdrtika, Trans., p. 1678.] 


_ ADHIKARANA (9): The twelve ‘ Double Acts’ are to be 
done by the Adhvaryu. 
SUTRA (19). 
[POrvapaksa|—‘‘ INASMUCH AS THEY ARE SPOKEN OF UNDER THE 


NAME ‘ YAsamAna’ [‘ PERTAINING TO THE SACRIFICER’], THE 
ACTIONS SHOULD BE PERFORMED, BY THE SACRIFICER.”’ 


Bhäşya. 


There are the Darsha-Pirnamdsa sacrifices, in connection seit which 
twelve actions (forming Six ‘ Couples’) have been laid down—‘ He lets loose 
the calf; puts the boiling pot on the fire ;—threshes the corn; strikes the 
pestle and mortar with Shamyd;—spreads out the flour ; puts the baking 
pans on the fire ;—bakes the cake; heats the clarified butter ;—briņngs the 
Stambayajus and takes it up; touches the altar ;—girds the loin of the 
Sacrificer’s wife; collects the Proksani and also the clarified butter ;— 
these are the twelve Dvandvas (Double Acts) at the Darsha- Tirnama: 


. [Taitti. Sarn. 1. 6. 9. 3-4.] 


In regard to these actions, there arises the question—Aro these to be 


` done by the Adhvaryu, or by the Sacrificer ? 


[This doubt arises from the fact that in the first place, every one of these acts 
is found to be enjoined in its proper place among the acts styled ‘ Adhvaryava ’,— 
and then subsequently again they are spoken of under tha name ‘ Yajamdna’, 
where it is laid down that ‘one should offer the sacrifice only after having accom- 
plished all these acts’. As named ‘Adhvaryava’, they should be done by the 
Adhvaryu ; while as named ‘ Ydjamdana’, they should be done by the Yajamdna, 


Sacrificer. They cannot be done by both, like the reciting of the mantras dealt ` 


with under 8a. 3. 8. 17.—Bhdttadipika.] 

The iii eunte view is that—‘‘ Inasmuch as they are spoken of under 
the name ‘ Yajamana’, the actions should be performed by the Sacrificer ; that 
is to say, by reason of their being given. the specific name ‘ Ydjamdana’, 


it follows that they are to be performed by the Sacrijicer; just as it is in 


the case of actions named ‘ Poiriya’ and ‘ Négtriya’ [where by reason of 


these names, the acts are. taken as to be performed by the Poir and the. 


Nesir priesta e as 
SUTRA (20). 
[Sepwiwra}—In REALITY, THE, ADHVARYU [SHOULD PERFORM THEM] ; 
an AS HE IS ENGAGED FOR THE PURPOSE (OF PERFORMING SUCH 
|  AOMTONS) AS REGARDS THB Name (‘ Yisamina’), rrs 
_ INDICATION IS TO BE ACOEPTED ONLY IN. 80 | 
“FAR as ir HAS THE SUPPORT or. 


f In reality, the “Diao should worden these actions; because it 
is for the performance of such- 1 ons that his. services are secured ; this - 
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fact we deduce from the Name, inasmuch as all these details are found 

laid down in the section called ‘ Adhvaryava’; while what is mentioned 

in the section called ‘ Yajamana’ is only the ‘coupling’ ofthe actions,— 

this ‘coupling’ consisting in bringing together two actions.—Now if the- 
Adhvaryu were to perform the actions, and the Sacrificer were to bring them 

together,—this would be absolutely impossible. Hence what has to be done 

is that, on the ground of its being a subordinate factor, the idea of ‘ coupling’ 

has to be set aside (ignored),—in accordance with the principle going to be 

enunciated under Sü. 12. 2. 25.—From all this it follows that the actions 
in question are to be performed by the Adhvaryu. 

As regards the argument that—‘“ on the basis of the Name (‘ Yajamana’, 
the actions should be performed by the Sacrificer)”’,—this has got to be 
refuted ; and the refutation is this :—The indication of Name is to be accepted - 
only in so far as it has the support of reason; and in this case the only 
reasonable deduction that we could make from the Name ‘ Ydjamana’ 
would be that ‘in regard to these actions, the Sacrificer should say to the 
Adhvaryu—these actions have to be turned into couples—please therefore do 
this and that (naming the actions under consideration). In the case of a 
few of the actions under consideration, the permission of the Sacrificer has 
to be obtained (by the Adhvaryu); and as regards these, the name 
‘ ¥ajamdana’ may be due to this fact; but even so all notion of any 
transeendental result following from this should have to be given up. 

It has been argued that—-‘as it is in the case of the names < potriya’ 
and ‘ negirīya`, so should it be in the present caso also”.—The answer to this 
- iş that in the case of the names mentioned, it is only right that the actions 
should be done by the priests indicated; because the actions are indicated 
by the names as pertaining to the particular priests, In the case in question 
however, the conditions are different---the ‘coupling’ pertains to the 
Sacrificer, while the actions themselves pertain. to the Adhvaryu; hence 

there is no incongruity. 


ADHIKARANA (10): The H otr-priest should recite the 
‘Karana-mantra’ assigned to the Adhvaryu. 


SUTRA (21). 


WHEN THERE IS AN IMPOSSIBILITY (OF RECITING BOTH), IT IS THE 
‘ KARANA-MANTRA ’ THAT SHOULD BE RECITED (BY THE Horr), 
BECAUSE OF THE PECULIAR RELATIONSHIP (BETWEEN 
THE HOTR AND THE MANTRA CONNECTED WITH 
THE ADHVARYD) ; AS FOR THE OTHER Mantra, 
SOMEONE ELSE, FROM AMONG THE PRIESTS, 
MAY RECITE IT,—-WHO MAY HAVE A 
SPECIAL REASON FOR DOING IT. 


Bhasya. 


At the Jyotistoma, there is the Agnisomiya animal; for the tethering 
of this animal there is a sacrificial Post, round which a rope is entwined ; 
and in connection with this entwining of the rope, there are two mantras 
recited—one, by the Adhvaryu, which is the ‘ Karana-mantra’ (i.e. the 
Mantra by means of which the Hntwining is done), and the other, by the 


Hoty, which is descriptive of the Entwining while it is being done,—the . 3 


former being the Mantra beginning with ‘ Parivirasi’ (Taitti. Sara, 1. 3. 
6. 2), and the latter, the Mantra beginning with ‘ Yuvdsuvdsah’ (Rgveda 
3. 8. 4).—The Kundapayindémayana sacrifice is a ‘ modification * (or Ectype) 
of the Jyotistoma, and hence it takes in the said two Mantras by virtue ` 
of the general law (that the Ectype is to be done in the manner of 
the Archetype); and in regard to the two Mantras as to be used at this - 
Kundapdyinimayana, there arises a doubt.—‘‘ What. doubt can there be 
(and why)?”—At this sacrifice, there is a curtailment of the number of 
priests by reason of the declaration that at this sacrifice ‘he who is the 
Hotr is also the Adhvaryu’, so that [it being not possible for the two 
Mantras to be recited simultaneously, one by the Adhvaryu and the other 
by. the Hoty, as there is no Adhvaryu at all] there arises the question— 
‘When the Hoty (who is also the Adhvaryu) is going to recite the Manira— 
is he to recite the Karana-mantra which (at the Jyotisioma) is recited by 
the Adhvaryu (Le. the Mantra ‘ Parivirasi, ete’)? or the other Mantra 
descriptive of the Entwining — while it: is eae: gano which (at the 
oa Jyotistoma) is recited by the Hoty? : 

The Pūrvapakşa view is that “ ‘there can be no hard and fast rule on 


- this point [i.e. it is open to the How to recite either the one or the other] ”. 
The Siddhanta is as follows :— There being an impossibility of both: being 
recited, it is the Karana-manira should be recited by the Hoty; that is, - 
“he should recite the manira ‘ Parivirasi, ote.’, which (at the. Jyotisioma) — 
is vocited bye the Adinatyarciend, nob the'manira ' Yurisuvisih, etic,’ j which 


i 
f 
3 
T 
: 
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is descriptive of the Eniwining beihg done, and which (at the Jyotistoma) 


- is recited by the Hotr—‘ Why 80 ? ”—Because of the peculiar relationship 


(between the Hotr and the mantra recited by the Adhvaryu at the Jyotistoma) ; 
that is to say, there are two relationships borne by the Hoty—the first one 
is his relationship to the mantras connected with the Hoty (at the Jyotistoma), 


_ which relationship, in the case of the Kundapdyindmayana, is indirect, 


being based wpon the general law (that ‘the Ectype is to be performed 
in the manner of the Archetype ’),—and the second one is his relationship 
to the mantras connected. with the Adhvaryu (at the Jyotis foma), which 
relationship is direct, being based upon the direct. assertion that ‘at the 
Kundapayindmayana, one who is the Hotr, is also the Adhvaryu’ ;—now 


this last. assertion enjoins the Hoir, directly, to perform the functions of the | 7 


Adhvaryu ; and this perceptible Injunction is more authoritative than the 
one inferred (on the basis of the general law relating to the Archetype and 
the Ectype).—From all this it follows that the Hotr should recite the 
Karana-mantra, * Parivirasi, ete.’, which is connected with the Adhvaryu. 

Question—‘* Who then would recite the mantra (‘ Yuväsuväsäh, ete.) 
which is connected with the Hoty, and the reciting of which by the. Hotr 
is impossible under the circumstances ? ” 

Answer—As for the other mantra, someone else, from among the priests, 
would recite it, who may have a special reason for doing it. That is to say, 
another priest, an, assistant of the Hoty, may recite the other manira,—any 


. of them who may not be otherwise engaged at the time or to whom some 
sort of predominance might attach at the time. 


| 
J 
| 


j 
í 
: 


ADHIKARANA (11): One who does the ‘Directing? is differ ent 
~ from one who carries out the directions. 


SUTRA (22). 


THE DIREctTINGs ARE TO BE DONE BY A DIFFERENT PERSON, BECAUSE 
DIRECTIONS ARE ALWAYS ADDRESSED TO OTHERS. 


Bhasya. 


There are the Darsha-Piirnamdsa sacrifices; in connection with these 
-the act of Directing has been laid down,—such directing for instance as— 
‘Bring the water-vessels;—place fuel and grass ;—cleanse the Sruks:— 
. gird up the loin of the Sacrificer’s wife ;—come up with clarified butter’. 
In connection with these directions, there arises the question—Is the 
person doing the directing the same as the one that does the acts directed 
to be done? Or is the director different from the person carrying out the 
directions ? l 


of the name [* Adhwaryava’ under which both are included; hence both 


self is most incongruous.—The answer to this is that it will nob be a 
_ direction; we shall explain the Imperative Ending (Lof) as expressing the 
idea that the time for the action denoted by the root has arrived [i.e. the 
sentence ‘bring the water-vessels’ means ‘it is time for the vessels to be 
brought up ']—Says the Opponent—‘ Even if the idea expressed be that 


restricted to the presence of such correlatives as ‘you’ and the like; and 
certainly there can be no mixing up of the First with the Second Person’. 
—The answer to this is as follows—The Second Person is restricted to the 
presence of such correlatives of ‘you’ only when the idea of ‘you’ is 
meant to be expressed ; for instance, when the idea meant to be expressed 


is to be used in the Second Person,—and it does not take either the First or 
the Third Person, When however all that is meant. to be se sda is that 
‘the time for doing the action has arrived ’,—and not ‘your doing’, or 


-accordance with the presence of ‘such. correlative words as ‘you’ and the 


at the same time—that ‘ the time for the action has arrived > and that ‘ 


th 


ving. arrived being. already known, the idea intended to be ‘conveyed 
y be that ‘it is your time to do the act ’—or (2) the idea of ‘ your time’ 


The Parvapaksa view is as follows :—‘‘ The person directing and the j 
person carrying out the directions are one and the same.—Why so ?—Because 


. the acts are to be done by the Adhvaryu]. But the directing of one’s own . 
the time has arrived, the use of the Second Person (in the verb) is 


is that ‘the time for your doing the act has arrived’, then alone the verb | 


‘my doing ’,—then the verb is not to take the Second Person, simply in 
like.—Nor is it possible for both. these ideas to be meant to be amaa ; 
ig time for your doing it’ ;—as this would involve a syntactical split. gine : 


there are only two possibilities—(1) ‘the fact of the time for. action. 


3 sing already known, the idea: intended ¢ to be > soniveyed is that ‘ it is time: 
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for the doing of ‘the act’—Now what is required to be declared (by a 
Vedic Injunction) is the time for the doing of the act,—not the time of ‘ you’; 
there is a useful purpose served by the remembrance of the time for action ; 
—it is already known that ‘the action is to be done’ [hence there is some 
use in speaking of the time for it]; the object ‘you’, on the other hand, 
is not known as that ‘it is to be done’.—From all this it follows that, on 
the basis of Name, the Adhvaryu alone is to do the direcling as also to carry 
out the direction.” al . as 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhdnta :—The person doing 
the directing should be different from one who carries out the direction.— 
Why ?—Because directions are always meant for others; as a matter of fact, 
a direction can be addressed only to another person, never to one’s own 
self._—‘* We have already explained that the words would mean that ‘ the 
time has arrived’.”—Our answer to that is that so long as it is possible 
for the Imperative word to be taken as a direction, it cannot be right. to 
take it as expressing the idea that ‘the time has arrived’; because in. this 
latter case it has to be held that the idea of ‘you’, though clearly com- . 
prehended, is not meant to be expressed. In the case in question we find 
that it is possible to take the word as a direction; hence it must be a 
direction ;—and if it is a direction, then it is established that what. is 
_ directed to be done is something different [and should be done by another 
_ person]. l 


ADHIKARANA (12): The ‘ Directing’ and the ‘carrying out of 
the Direction’ are to be done by the Adhvaryu and 
the Agnidh respectively. 


SUTRA (23). 


[PŪRVAPAKŞA]—“ THE ADHVARVU SHOULD CARRY OUT THE 
DIRECTIONS ; AS THIS IS SHOWN (BY VEDIC TEX'S).” 


Bhasya. 


After the conclusion arrived at in the foregoing Adhikarana, there arises ` 
-the further question—Is the Adhvaryu to direct the Agnidh ? Or the Agnidh 
is to direct the Adhvaryu ? 

The apparent view appears to be that as nothing is specifically laid down, 
there can be no restriction as to who should direct whom. 

_ As against this prima facie view, we have the following Pirvapaksa :— 
“The Adhvaryu should be the person who carries out the direction ;—why ? 
—hbecause this is shown by Vedic texts; we have the following text indicative 
of the same conclusion—‘Tiryartcham sphyam dhārayēt, yadanvaticham 
dharayét vajro vat sphyo vajréna adhwaryum ksinvita’ [He should hold | 

_ the Sphya obliquely ; if he holds it horizontally, the Sphya, being the thunder- - 
bolt, he would destroy the Adhvaryu with the thunderbolt ’} (cf. Taitti, Bra. 
3. 2. 10. 1); this passage shows that the Sphya is in the hand of the person 
who does the directing; and the assertion that ‘he destroys ‘the Adhvaryu .— 
with the thunderbolt’ indicates the Adhvaryu to be other than the person ; 


directing. From this it follows that it is the Agnidh who should direct the | 
Adhvaryu. A i : 


SUTRA (24). 


[SIDDHÂNTA]—ĪN REALITY THE TERM [‘ ADHVARYU’, OCCURRING IN 
THE TEXT QUOTED IN CONNECTION WITH THE ‘SpHYA’] IS TO BE 
TAKEN IN THE FIGURATIVE (INDIRECT) SENSE [AS STAND- | 
ING FOR THE ‘AGNIDH’ PRrEst],—ON THE BASIS OF 

THE SIMILARITY OF THEIR FUNCTIONS. 


- Bhasya. 


It is not. right that ‘the Agnidh bed ‘eh directing, and the Adhvaryu 
-carries out the direction”; the right view is that the Adhvaryu should | 
‘direct: the Agnidh; as in this way the directing as well as the. carrying out of © 
oo rection: would be done by the. Adhvaryu [in the sense that the carrying 
‘direction being done und his direction, it ean be regarded as 
by himself, though indirectly) d this > would be in keeping with the © 
Sr eee which th: the acts are included]. Tn this | 
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way then the Adhvaryu would be the predominant person.—‘ Where would 


- his predominance lie ?’—It lies in the fact that everything is to be done 


by him, on the basis of the Name (‘ Adhvaryava’).—As regards the argument 
that “ we find the Adhvaryu actually spoken of (in the text just quoted, 
regarding the holding of the Sphya) as the person carrying out the 
directions ”,—our answer to this is that it is true that we find him so spoken 
of ; but when we come to think of it, we do not find any authority for the 
Adhvaryu being regarded as the person carrying out the directions (given 
by others); hence this view must be wrong; in fact, a view in support of 
which there is no authority, must be treated as an illusion; e.g. the notion 
in regard to shell that it is silver.—On the other hand, there is authority 
for the view that the Agnidh is the person to carry out the directions (given 


by the Adhvaryu); hence the Agnidh is the worker; and in the text quoted 
_ (in connection with the holding of the Sphya), the term ‘ adhvaryw’ is really 


found to be used in the sense of the worker (and not of the Adhvaryu Priest), 
and hence in a figurative sense; so that it is the Agnīdh priest who is spoken 
of as * Adhvaryu’ on the ground that he is the person who will work out 
the details laid down in the Adhvaryara section of the Veda (under the 


direction of the Adhvaryu).—From all this it follows that the directing is 


the function of the Adhvaryu and the carrying out of those directions is- 
the function of the Agnidh. 


ADHIKARANA (13): The results spoken of in the ‘ Karana- 
mantras’ accrue to the Sacrificer. 


SUTRA (25). 


- [Ptrvapaksa]— THE RESULT SPOKEN OF IN THE ‘ KARANA-MANTRAS” 
ACCRUES TO THE PRIEST; AS THEN ALONE CAN THE MENTION 
OF IT SERVE A USEFUL PURPOSE. 


Bhasya. 


In connection with the Darsha-Piirnamdsa, we read—‘ Mamdgné varcho 
vihavésvastu—iti pirvamagnim grhndti’ (‘Saying—O Agni, may glory be mine 
in contests—he first takes hold of. the Fire’] (Taitti. Sara. 4.°7. 14. 1). 
f Nyäyamälavistara explains the meaning as ‘may that reward be mine 
which is endowed with the glory of excellent oblations’. The translation 
has adopted the meaning arlned to the mantra in the Bhdsya itseli—see 
below. ] 

Tn regard to this, there arises the question—The reward that is ae 
for,—dloes it, accrue to the Priest or to the Sacrificer ? 

The Pirvapaksa view is as follows :—‘'It pertains to the Adhvaryu- 
Priest only.—Why ?—Because this view is in keeping with the direct- 
meaning of the text; any other view would necessitate the attributing of © 
-an indirect meaning to the text,—i.e. the self of the speaking Priest (expressed. 


by the word ‘mama’, ‘ mine’) would have to be taken as standing for the | 


Sacrificer. From this it follows that what is asked for is a reward accruing 
to the Priest.‘ What would be the meaning of the text in that case ?’— 
The sense is—‘ If the Fire is held in this piece of fuel, the performance of 
the sacrifice will be possible, and thence, at all contests, in all cases of 

competition, I shall be glorious’ ;—this is an assertion made by the 
Adhvaryu, and theréby he becomes encouraged.” 


7 i SUTRA (26). 
O [SIDDHÄNTA]—ĪN REALITY, IT ACCRUES TO THE MASTER (SAORIPICER);— 
BECAUSE IT IS FOR HIS SAKE [m THAT THE ACTION 

B PREFORMED]. T 


- Bhäsya. : : 


~The reward spoken af’ accrues to: the ‘Sacrificer, actives it ia for his „sake 
“that the action is performed; as a matter of fact, the entire sacrifice, along» 
-oo with all its: accessories and subsidiaries, is performed for the sake of the © 
! lar (Aimanépada) ending [in the 
i in the. deg eli “Tgotislgmana ee 


: ` Sacrificer,-as is clear from: the ) 
oe "injunctive word ‘yajēta” contain 


f 
f 
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svargakimo yajéta’, ‘Desiring heaven, one should perform the Jyotistuma 
sacrifice’): As a matter of fact, the purpose for which the sacrifice along 
with its accessories is performed is the accomplishment of the result desired 
by the Sacrificer.—not the glory or fame of the Adhvaryu, however well 
equipped the latter may be.—‘t What if that is so ? ”—If that is so, then ` 
the mention of the Result indicates that the Result should be brought about 
(worked for); that is to say, in the case in. question, the fact that. the 
Arwidhina (Supplementary Laying) of the Fire should be performed 
becomes indicated by the mantra cited, only if it speaks of a result accruing 
to the Sacrificer,—not if it only speaks of the glory of the Adhvaryu priest.— 
From this it follows that what is asked for in the manira is a result accruing 
to the Sacrificer. 


Question—‘‘ In that case, why should not the mantra be recited by the 
Sacrificer himself ? ” l 
Answer—By virtue of the name (‘ Adhvaryava’), the Supplementary 
Laying (Anvadhina) of the Fire is a function of the Adhvaryu ;—and as 
this Supplementary’ Laying of Fire is done by means of the said mantra, 
the mantra also comes to be regarded as ‘ Adhvaryava” (i.e. recited by the 
Adhvaryu); and it is the Adhvaryu that is referred to in the mantra (by 
the term ‘mama’, ‘mine’); hence it is that the mantra is recited hy the 
Adhvaryu. In the phrase ‘may glory be mine’, it is the sacrificer’s glory 
that is spoken of (by the Adhvaryu) as ‘ mine’, figuratively ; just as though 


‘the vistovy in a battle has accrued to ne king, yet the soldiers speak of 
cit as ‘our victory’. 


SUTRA (27). 


- ALSO BECAUSE. WE FIND INDICATIONS TO THE SAME EFFECT. 


`~ 


Bhasya. 


There is an indicative text also, pointing to the same conclusion.— 
. There is the text—‘ Ydm vai kafichana rivija dghisamdshasaté yajamainasya 
eva si’ [‘ Whatever benediction the Priests ask for, it verily accrues to the 
Sacrificer ’],—where ‘it is shown that the benediction is for the Sacrificer. 
—For this reason also we declare that the result that is;spoken of accrues 
to the Sacrificer. The purpose served (by this mention of the reward) is 


exactly as pointed out in the Pürvapaksa [ie. it serves to encourage 'the 
person concerned]. 


i 
, 
| 


| 


ADHIKARANA (14): Such results spoken of in the ‘ Karana- 
mantras’ as are helpful in the performance accrue 
to the Priest. 


SUTRA (28). 


THE RESULT THAT IS HELPFUL IN THE PERFORMANCE ACORUES TO THE 
PRIEST ; AS EVEN SO, IT SERVES THE PURPOSE OF THE SACRIFICER. 


Bhasya. 


It has been understood that the results spoken of in the ‘ Karana- 
mantras’ accrue to the Sacrificer.—The question that arises now is—Is this 
the universal rule [Is it always so] ?—The answer is—No; in some cases, 
the result spoken of acerues to the Priests ;—i.e, in those cases where the 
result in question is helpful in the performance; for instance, there is 
the mantra— Agnävisnù mavakramisgam vijihäthäm mämä. santiptam (Taitti. 
Sarm. 1. 1. 12. 1) [This mantra is recited at the Darsha-Pirnamasa, 
by the Adhvaryu, while he is holding near his navel the two Ladles filled 
with clarified butter; the meaning of the mantra is—‘ O Agni-Visnu, in 
the shape of the two Ladles, by holding you near my navel, I have 
not failed in my duty towards you,—-may you not. be separated from me, | 
and may you also save me from becoming subject to heat and suffering’. |— 
Here, the result spoken of is freedom from the effects of heat;—now if this. 
result accrues to the Adhvaryu Priest, and he does ‘not suffer. from heat, 
then he can perform his functions at the sacrifice in the proper manuer, 
and the proper performance of the sacrifice thus secured is beneficial to the 
Sacrificer.—Thus in this case the result spoken of is one that accrues to 


the Priest. 
SUTRA (29). 
Atso WHERE THERE IS A DIRECT ASSERTION [TO THAT EFFECT]. 
. : fide . ; 


“Also in a case where there is a direct assertion to that effect, the result 
is to be taken as:accruing to the Priests. —For instance [at the Jyotistoma) 
under the southern Havirdhana Cart, there are four one-span-mouthed holes, » 

`: removed from each other by one Pradesha. (six inches) [joined together at the’ 
oe bottom]; ;—the Adhwaryu puts his hands into these, and says to the Sacrificer 
‘What is there in this ?’ —the other (ie. the Sacrificer) says * Prosperity? i 


"questions and answers are embodied in the mantra ‘ Rimatra—bhadram—_ 
oa tannau. saha’, vich occurs in i Pn i 8. 2, L Nor here” we an l 


then the Adhvaryu says— May it accrue to both of us together’. [These 
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that there is a direct assertion to the effect that the result spoken of 
(Prosperity) accrues to the Adhvaryu as well as the Sacrificer ;-the phrase 
‘tannau saha’ clearly referring to both the persons, the Adhvaryu and the 
Sacrificer. Consequently it has to be admitted that in this case the result 
spoken of accrues to the Adhvaryu (also). 


ADHIKARANA (18): The < Embellishments’ of een 
subserve the purposes of the Primary as well as 
the Subsidiary Sacrifices. 


SUTRA (30). 


THE EMBELLISHMENT OF A SUBSTANCE APPERTAINS TO ALL SACRIFICES $ 
AS THERE IS NO DIFFERENCE IN THE CONTEXT. 


[The cases of conflict among Direct Assertion, Indicative Power and the rest 
having been dealt with, it is now going to be shown that the conclusions arrived 
at are applicable not only to Primary Sacrifices, but also to their Subsidiaries and | 
ica ae aro ] 

Bhäşya. 


In connection with the Darsha-Pūtņnamāsa, there have been laid down 
- many details relating to (preparatory of) the Grass, and others relating to` 
the Altar. ' . 
Tn regard to these, there arises the question—Do these subserve the 
‘purposes of (are helpful to) the Primary as well as its subsidiaries ? Or 
of the Primary only ? 
The Pérvapaksa view is that—‘ by virtue of the Context, they should 
be helpful to the Primary only”. est 
The Siddhadnia is that it is not so; the Embellishment of substances 
subserves the purposes of the Primary as well as its subsidiaries, as has been 
already explained above (under Si. 3.7. 1 et seg.).. [Though this has been 
already explained -before, yet] it has been a beouune in ure. as leading up to 
what follows. 
[According to the Tantravartike, what is said here relates to the Primary 
and its Modifications ; it remarks that what has been said before, under Sa. 3. 7. 
1 et seg., is that the details appertain to the Primary as well as its subsidiaries ; 
and the present Sitra has been introduced simply for the purpose of showing that 
the same conclusion holds good regarding the Modifications also.—From the last 


~ sentence of the Bhasya also it is clear that the reiteration of the conclusion is meant - 


‘to be introductory to what follows,—and what follows is the connection of the 


Details of the Primary with its Modifications—not subsidiaries ; so that the present — 


Adhikarana should really be taken in the way in which the Taniravartika has taken 


it.—It is curious, that the wording of the Sūtra is clearer than that of the Bhdgya, 
as therein it is clearly stated that they are- for ‘all: sacrifices’, E includes the 


« Primary, its subsidiaries as =e as its ts Modifications.) l 


ADHIKARANA (16): The details peculiar to the Primary 
| do not find place in its * Modification’. 


SUTRA (31). 


INASMUCH AS. THEY ARE LAID DOWN AS RELATING SPECIFICALLY 
TO THE Primary ORIGINAL, THEY SHOULD HAVE NO 
PLACE IN THE ‘ MODIFICATION °. 


Bhasyc. 


Tn course of the Jyotistoma there is the Agnisomiya Animal [the animal 
dedicated and sacrificed to Agni-Soma], the sacrificing of which is laid down 
in the text—‘ Yo diksito yadagnisomiyam pashumdlabhaié’ [‘On being 
initiated, the man sacrifices the animal dedicated to Agni-Soma’] (Taitti. 
Sarı: 6. 1. 11. 6); in éonnection with the killing of this animal, we read 
‘ Barhisd ytipdvatamavastrnati, djyéna yitpamanakti’ (‘He covers the pit of 
the Post with grass; he anoints the Post with clarified butter °]. 

In regard to this latter, there arises the question—Should the details, 
laid down in connection with the Grass and Clarified Butter used at the 

Primary Original Sacrifice (Darsha-Parnamdsa), be performed in connection 
with the Grass and Clarified Butter used for covering the pit and anointing 
` the Post at the ‘ Modificatory Sacrifice’ (Agnisomiya) ?—or not ? 

The Pirvapaksa view is as follows :—‘They should be performed at 


the Modification._-Why ?}—The sentence that lays down the details in 


question (in connection with the Primary), lays them down for all grass. 
and all clarified butter ;—that sentence is applicable to the Modification 
also, by the general law (that ‘the Modification is to be performed in the 
manner of the Primary Original’) ;—nor are the Grass and Clarified Butter 
used at the Modification useless ;—hence it follows that the said derana are 
to he performed i in connection with these latter also.” 

— The Siddhdnia, in answer to this, is as follows:—Inasmuch as they. 
are laid down as relating specifically to the Primary Original, they should have 
no place in the Modification. As a matter of fact, the details in question 
have heen laid down in relation to the Primary Original, at which they 
help in the fulfilment of what is done with the Grass and the Clarified. 
Butter, at that Primary Sacrifice. Those details alone of. the Primary 
Original are transferred to the ‘Modification’ which are of use in the latter 
[and nob all the details of the Primary]. But what the general law (relating 
to Modifications} requires (for its operation) is the Primary Original. itself 
(whose procedure the law transfers to the Modification), and not its details; 
because what is transferred by the general law (to the Modification) is the 
yeneral outline of the Primary, and. not the details. [For if all the details ` 
of the Priinary were to come into the Modification, then the result would 
: he that. the Primary Sacrifice would come to. be performed all over again, 
VS the Tuntravārtika. J i 
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‘Further, a detail cannot be ‘syntactically connected with one thing, 
even though it be in close proximity to it, —when it is known to be 
appurtenant to something else,—at least so long as it is possible to connect 
it with that something else; for instance, in the case of the expression 
‘ Bharyi—rajiiah—puruso—dévadattasya’ [where it being known that the 
‘bhäryāä’ ‘ wife’, spoken of is that of Devadatta, we cannot connect that 
word with ‘rdjfiah’ ‘of the king’,—even though the two words are in 
juxtaposition] ;—when such connection is not possible between two things 
in juxtaposition, how much less possible is it, my friend, in the case where 
the things are remote from one another ?—In the case in question the 
accessory character of the details is recognised only in relation to the 
Primary Original; and it is mere transference that is done in connection with 
the Modification. If the details were all to come into the Modification, then 
it would be necessary also to establish their accessory character (in relation. 
to the Modification); and all the required details in that case would be 
common to the Primary and the Modification, and there would be no 
oceasion for any dha or alteration in the details (in consideration of the 
exigencies of the Modification) ;—further mantras would be adopted in 
accordance with the indicatives that might be found in each case; and 
there would be no room for any such specification of details as ‘they offer | 
the omentum at the Morning Extraction, the Cake at the Midday Extrac- 
tion’,—or as ‘The Father does not increase, nor the Mother, nor the Kin,— 


it is Prana alone’.—From all this it follows that the details should be. 


performed at the Modification only through those things through which they 
have been performed at the Primary Original ;—now, there is no 


of the pit of the Post’ at the Original Sacrifice, nor the ‘ anointing of 
the Post’ (through and to which the details regarding the Grass and the 
Butier could have been performed at the Original]; consequently it follows - 


that those details of the Original Sacrifice cannot be performed at the 


Modification (Agnisomiya),—being related specifically, as they Arey, to that 


Primary Orignal 
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ADHIKARANA (17);: The * Vidhrtis’ and the ‘ Pavitras’ 
are not to be made out of the Grass got for spread- 
ing over the Altar ;—they may be made out 
of the ‘ Paribhojaniya’ Grass. 


SUTRA (32). 


In view or a VEDIC DECLARATION, THERE WOULD BE AN 
IMPOSSIBILITY ; HENCE THE OTHER CASES MUST REMAIN 
UNDEFINED. 


Bhasya. 


In connection with the Darsha-Parnamdsa, we read (a) ‘ Saman aprach- 
chhinndgrau darbhau pradeshamdtrau pavitré karoti’ ; and again (b) ‘ Araini- 
mative vidhrté karoti’ [(a) ‘He makes two Pavitras of two pieces of Kusha- 
grass, six inches in length, equal and with their tips uncut’, (b) ‘He makes 
two Vidhrtis of two pieces of Kusha-grass, 18 inches long.’] 

In regard to this there arises the question—Are the Paviiras and the 
 Vidhrtis made out of the grass. that. has been got for spreading over the 
Altar ?—~or out of some other grass ? 


The Pirvapaksa view is that—‘ they should be made out of the grass 


got for spreading over the altar.—' Why so ?’—Because it is that grass 


: = which has been spoken of in the Context, and the purificatory details also 
 appertain equally to all kinds of grass;—hence the Pavitras and the 


_. Vidhrtia should be made out of the same grass”. 


In answer to this, the Siddhanta is as follows :—They should be made. 


out of other grass.—‘‘ Why ? Because of impossibility. — How is there 
an impossibility ? ”—There is a Vedie declaration to the effect that ‘He 


spreads the grass over the altar thrice or five times’; if this spreading is’ 
done in this manner, how could any Vidhrti or Pavitra be made out of the - 


grass that is so spread out? It is, in fact, not possible that one and 


the same grass should be used. for spreading and also for making the 


Vidhrti and the Pavitra.. Thus then there would be two mutually incom- 
. patible statements—(1) the direct declaration (regarding the spreading of 
the grass over the altar three or five times) and (2) the statement that several 
uses could be made out of that same grass.—From this it follows that the 
Vidhritt and the Pavitra should not be made out of the grass got for 
spreading over the altar. 
“Tf not out of that, then whence ? ”—- 
Well, as regards the uses of grass (other than the spreading over the 
Altar), it would always remain undefined as to which particular grass is to 


be used ; or it may be done out: of fhe grisa, named ‘ “ Paribhojaniya ° : which 
is there. a 


ADHIKARANA (18): The < kai is, to be doe of that. 
same Cake and other things which have been spoken 
of and used at the sacrifice. 


SUTRA (33). 


THE ‘KEEPING’ IS TO BE OF A PORTION (OF WHAT HAS BEEN USED AT 
| THE SACRIFICE); AS IN THAT CASE, THERE IS CONNECTION 
OF WHAT IS ALREADY THERE. 


Bhasya. 


In. connection with the Jyotistoma we read—-‘ Puroddshashakalam 
aindravdyavasya pdtré nidadhdti, dhdnd dshvinapatré, payasyīm maitra- 
varunapitré’ [‘ He keeps the cake-piece in the Aindravdyava vessel, the 
fried barley in the Ashvina vessel, and the Payasyd in the Afaitrdvaruna 
vessel ’]. . 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Are these to be kept out of 
the substances that have been used at the sacrifice? Or out of others ? 

The Pirvapaksa view is. that—“ according to the principle of the 
foregoing Adhikarana, they should be kept out of substances other than 
those used at the sacrifice ” 

In answer to this, the Siddhdnia is that the keeping is to be of a 
portion of what has been used at the sacrifice ;—why ?—because in that case 
there is connection of what is already there.. That is to say, the Cake, the 

Fried Barley and the Curds being already there, the most. reasonable. 
course is that what is to be done should be done in connection with those, 
not. in. connection with other substances——Another reason for the same 
conclusion is that the ‘embellishment’ (brought about by the ‘ keeping’) 
must appertain to the Cake and other substances, not of the Aindra- 


vivava and other vessels,—‘‘ Why ?’’—Because we find the Accusative — 


ending in the words denoting those substanees.—Then again, the betterment 
(embellishment) that is perceived (in the Cake, ete.) is that brought about 


by the ‘keeping of a portion’, not by connection with the Aindraniyava - 


and other vessels ——Lastly, it is only when the ‘keeping’ is done out of 


“the substances used at the sacrifice that there is some good done ta those. 


substances.—For these reasons, the ‘keeping’ should be done in refer- 
ence to the substances used at the sacrifice.-—-This should not be open 
to the objection that “this involves the enjoining (of the keeping) of what 
-has been already enjoined (as to be offered into Fire), and also the anomaly 


of one and the same thing occupying the position of several kinds of © 


subservience ” ;—because the piece offered into the Fire would be entirely 


different from the piore that is ‘ Papo of E (hy ‘being ee in the © 
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ADHIKARANA (19): The ‘silence’ enjoined in connection 
with the ‘ Kamya Istis’ serves the purposes of the 
Principal Sacrifice only. 


SUTRA (34). 


* 


[PŪRVAPAKŞA]—“ THE ACCESSORY DETAIL PERFORMED IN CONNECTION 
with THE ‘ MODIFICATION’ SHOULD SERVE*THE PURPOSES OF 
ALL,—JUST LIKE THAT LAID DOWN IN CONNECTION WITH 
THE ORIGINAL PRIMARY.” 


Bhasya. 


Se me 


We have the following text—‘ Yajidtharvanam vai kdmyad istayah 
. tā upamshu kartavyah’ [* The Istis with a purpose pertain to the Sacrificial 
Atharvan,—they should be performed silently (inaudibly) ’]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Is this silence meant to 
be helpful in the Principal as well as the Subsidiary ? or in the Fence 
` only ? l 


The Pirvapaksa view is that—‘ the accessory detail performed in — 


connection with the ‘ Modification’ should serve the purposes of all,—i.e. of 
all Principals and all Subsidiaries; as there is no discrimination,—just like 
> that laid down in connection with the Original Primary ; that is, just as (under 
SG. 3. 7, 1 et seg.) it has been decided that the details enjoined regarding 
the Alter and. those regarding the Clarified Butter appertain to (and are 


helpful at) the Principal as well as the Subsidiaries,—so should it be in | the l 


present case also”. 


SUTRA (35). 


[Sipaiwra}—tn REALITY, IT SERVES THE PURPOSES OF THE PRINCIPAL 
SACRIFICE ONLY ; AS IT HAS NOT BEEN ENJOINED IN CONNEC- 
. TION WITH THE SUBSIDIARY AT ALL. 


Bhasya. 


The particular detail in question (i.e. silence) observed at the subsidiaries, 
should be regarded as serving the purposes of the Principal Sacrifice.—If 


it were ‘taken as being for all the sacrifices, it could. be so taken only by 


setting aside the indication of the ‘ Context’ (whereby it should be restricted 
to the Principal only), on the strength of ‘ Syntactical Connection’ which 
connects the silence with the Principal as well as the subsidiaries. But 
we find. that in the resent case the ‘ Syntactical Conner Hon > has been 


qualified by the qualifying adjunct ‘ Istis with a purpose’ ; and as a matter- 


of fact it is the Principal Sacrifices that are ‘ with a purpose’ (i.e. with a 
view to attaining certain rewards), and the subsidiaries only serve the 
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purpose of helping the Principals (in the fulfilment of the purpose of the 
latter) [and they do not serve any independent purposes of their own, not 
bringing any rewards apart from those brought about by the Principals],— 
and for this reason, what is laid down (‘silence’) cannot be regarded as 
enjoined in connection with the subsidiary at all; because what is meant 
to be related to the procedure of silence is only that sacrifice which has 
been enjoined as bringing-about a desirable result [which alone can be called 
‘ Kamya Isti’, ‘Isti, or sacrifice, with a purpose’)—From this it follows 
that the ‘silence’ is meant to serve the purposes of the Principal Sacrifice 
only. 


ADHIKARANA (20): The ‘butter’ is to be used as “ Gye’ 
at the subsidiaries of the Shyéna sacrifice. 


SUTRA (36). 


ON ACCOUNT OF THE IMPOSSIBILITY (OF ITS BEING USED AT THE 
PRINCIPAL SACRIFICE), IT SHOULD BE USED AT ITS SUBSIDIARIES ; 
SPECIALLY BY REASON OF THE PECULIAR CONNECTION. 
 Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Shyéna sacrifice, we read——‘ Drtinavanitamajyam ’ 
{‘ The Ajya to be used is the Butter stored in a leather bag’. 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Is this Butter to be used 
at the Principal (Shyéna) sacrifice itself ? Or at its subsidiaries ? 

The Pirvapaksa view is that—“it is to be used at the Principal 
Sacrifice; because the Context pertains to that ; hence on the strength of the 
Injunction, it is the Principal Sacrifice that should be performed with 
Butter as the substance used ”, 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhdnta :—On account of the 
~ impossibility of its being used at the Principal sacrifice, i should be used at 


its subsidiaries,—i.e. at the subsidiaries of the Shyéna sacrifice.—‘* Why — 


_ should there be an ‘impossibility’ (of its being used at the Principal 
itself) ?”’—Because the substance actually used at the Principal is the 


.. Soma-juice [the Shyéna being a ‘modification’ of the Jyotistoma].— But on 
os account of the Injunction (under consideration), Butter would be the. sub- 


stance used at it’.—-The meaning of the Injunction is not-that ‘ Butter 
is to, be used at the Shyéna’,—but that “ At the Shyéna, the Ajya to be 
used is Butter’; so that what is enjoined is the peculiar relationship (of 
original and substitute). between * Ajya > and ‘ Butter ’,—~and the. connection 
- between the ‘Afya’ and the Shyéna sacrifice is only referred to. As a matter 
of fact, however, there is no direct connection between the Shyéna and 
the ‘ Ajya’; while there is a direct connection between the ‘ Ajya’ and 
=. the subsidiaries of the Shyéna. So that the use of the ‘Butter’ must be 
taken. to be enjoined in reference to (ie. in the place of) the ‘ Ajya’, 
at that sacrifice with which the 4jya has had some connection; this is 


what is meant by the phrase (in the Sitra), ‘ specially by reason of the PAR 
proximity (connection) ’ 


SUTRA (37). 


‘£ Tae SAME MAY BE THE CASE WITH Fren-Lavine >, —IF THIS BE 
URGED (THEN THE ANSWER 1s AS IN THE FOLLOWING or), 


Bhasy Yä. 


The following view may be taken—“ If Fresh Butter is to be en at tho 
subsidiaries of the Shyéna, then it would also be used at the Pavamdana 
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_Istis performed in connection with Fire-laying ; because these Istis also 


are helpful to the Shyéna, the Shyéna being performed in the Fire con- 
secrated by means of those Jstis [so that in this sense these Istis would be 
‘ subsidiaries of the Shyéna’; consequently Butter should have to be used 
at these Istis also] ”. i l 


SUTRA (38). 


THAT CANNOT BE; BECAUSE THESE (ISTIS) DO NOT APPEAR IN THE 


CONTEXT OF THE SHYENA, AND THE FACT OF ONE ACT BEING 
SUBSIDIARY TO THE OTHER DEPENDS UPON THAT [I.E. ITS 
APPEARING IN THE CONTEXT OF THE LATTER]. 


Bhäsya. 


As a matter of fact, neither the Pavamdna Istis, nor even Vire-laying 
are found mentioned in the Context of the Shyéna.—‘‘ What then ?”—If 
it is so, then there is no direct connection between Fire-laying and Shyéna,— 
the ‘Laying’ being of the Fire, and the Fire being connected with the 
Shyéna ; so that there could be no reason for Butter being used among 
the substances used at the Pavamdna Istis (which are performed at the 


| Fire-laying).—The mere fact of the Laying being of use to the Fires does 


not make the Laying a subsidiary to the Shyéna; there would be a ground 


for regarding it as a subsidiary to it only if such were the indication. 


of anyone of the six means of knowledge, ‘Context’ and the rest. [And 
since there is no such ground] therefore it follows that there is no connection 


between the Shyéna and the Laying (of Fire), [and there is no reason for — 


Butier being used at the Laying of Fire]. 


ADHIKARANA (21): Butter is to be used as © Ajya’ at all 
subsidiaries of the Shyéna. 


SUTRA (39). 


APURE -[“ THE BUTTER SHOULD BE USED] ONLY AT THE TIME 
[ox JUICE-EXTRACTION] ; BECAUSE WE FIND INDICATIONS 
TO THAT EFFECT. 


` Bhäşgya. 


The question that arises now is—Is the Butter to be used at only 
those subsidiaries of the Shyéna which are performed at the time of Juice- 
Extraction ? Or at. all subsidiaries of the Shyéna ? 

The Parvapaksa view is as follows :—“‘It should be sided at only those 
subsidiaries that are performed at the time of the Juice-Extraction, because 
we find indications to that effect. For instance, we have the text—‘ Saha 
pashiindlabhaté’ [‘He kills the animals together’], and then again, the 


declaration—‘In place of the Agnisomiya animal, there should be the . 


_ Agnisomiya Cake, and in place of the Anubandhya animal, the Matirdvaruna 
Cake ;’ these texts point to two vacant places (for which substitutes are 


provided). From this we understand that the declaration in regard to the. 


x use of Butter at the Shyéna sacrifice lays down a peculiarity in regard 


to the subsidiaries performed at the time of the Juice-Extraction. [If 


Butter were to be used, then there could not be any vacant places at 
ary”. 33 


SŪTRA (40). 


_[SrppHAnra]—IN REALITY, IT SHOULD BE USED AT ALL THE 
SUBSIDIARIES, AS THERE IS NO DISTINCTION. 


Bhäsya. 


Butter should he used at all the subsidiaries of the Shyéna ;—why ?— 
_ because there is no distinction.. Inasmuch as we find no grounds for making 


> a distinction, Butter should: be taken as to be used at all the subsidiaries ` 


of the Shyéna sacrifice. 


SUTRA (41). 


AS FOR ‘ INDICATIONS ’ > THEY CAN BE ACCEPTED ONLY WHEN THEY 


ARE IN. "ACCORDANCE WITH REASON. 
Bhs ya. 


The argument urged upon the basis of * indications ’ has to be rebutted. 
There is no authority (or evidence) to show that what is asserted regarding 


ee 
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Butter to be used at the Shyéna applies to only those subsidiaries that 
are performed at the time of the Juice-extraction; all that is put forward 
in support of it is that ‘we perceive indications to that effect ’.—But as 
a matter of fact, perception, not based upon evidence (valid means of 
knowledge), is wrong perception, as it is in the case of the mirage.—‘ How 
then is there to be the killing of animals in the middle of an action ? ”— 

Because of Reason.—‘‘ What is the reason ? ”—-The reason lies in the fact 
that by so doing, we retain the order of sequence ; i.e. by so doing the right 
order of sequence is followed, even in the absence. of a direct injunction to 


that effect.—From all this it follows that the Butter is to be used at all 
the subsidiaries of the Shyéna. 


[It is a well-known fact that such Indications can be regarded as authoritative 
‘only with regard to such subjects as are amenable to reasoning. The case in 
‘question however is one amenable to Verbal Authority only. The killing together 
of the animal is to be done at the time of the juice-extraction, not because it is 
an accessory enjoined with special reference to that time,—but because of a 
reason pointing to that conclusion, which however does not apply to the case of the 
Butter. This reasoning is as follows—There is an order of sequence which, in the 
absence of any injunction, appears in the form of proximity; and this order of 
sequence would be followed if the other details are connected with the time of 
juice-extraction.—In this way, when the animals come to be killed at the time of 
the Savaniya, the time of no animals would be passed over._-Tantravirttka.} 


ADHIKARANA (22): Only the ‘ Savaniya ’ Cakes should 
consist of flesh. 


SUTRA (42). 


FLESH SHOULD BE USED IN PLACE OF THE ‘ SAVANIYA’ CAKES ONLY, 
BECAUSE OF THE SPECIFIC INJUNCTION. 


Bhasya. 


_ There is. the sacrifice called ‘ Shikyandmayana’ (the sacrifice of . the 
Shakyas), which continues for thirty-six years.—In connection with this 
we read—‘ At the close of each day, the Master of the House goes out 
hunting, the animals that he kills there; the flesh of those go to make up the 
Savaniya Cakes’. 

In regard to this, there arises the eeil flesh to take the place of 
the Savaniya as well as all the possible Cakes? Or of the aventa: Cakes. 
only? . 


The Pirvapaksa view is as follows :—* All the Cakes should consist of 


flesh; it is not possible for the same sentence to enjoin the fact of the 


Cakes consisting of flesh, and. also to specify those Cakes by means of the 
k word ‘ Savaniya’ ; as in so doing, there would be a syntactical split. Hence 
we conclude that all the Cakes are to consist of flesh ”. 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhanta—Flesh should be 
used in place of the Savaniya Cakes only; because the words of the text— 
‘the flesh goes to make up the Savaniya ’—-clearly lay down. the connection 
between the flesh and the Savaniya-Cake ; and the phrase ‘the flesh becomes 
the Cakes’ is a mere reference to the same,—‘' How is this so?” It is so 
because the term ‘ Savaniya’ could not be taken as referring to all Cakes ; 
while the term ‘Cake’ can very well be taken as. referring to the Savaniya 
Cake; it is for this reason that the term ‘Cake’ is taken as containing a 
reference (not an Injunetion).—From all this it follows that flesh is to be. 
used in. place of the Savaniya offerings, fried barley, ete —because of the 

specific injunction. 


SUTRA (43). 


“RECOURSE TO INDIRECT (FIGURATIVE) SIGNIFICATION CANNOT BE 
RIGHT, WHEN THERE IS NO PROXIMITY ”’,—IF THIS IS URGED 
[THEN THE ANSWER WOULD BE AS GIVEN IN THE 

FOLLOWING Strral. 


| Bhasya. 


_If you argue as follows—‘ It. bas been said that the term ‘Cake’ would _ 
contain a reference to the Savaniya offerings ;—but as a matter of fact the 
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term ‘Cake’ is never used in the sense of Fried barley and such things ; 
and so long as a word can be taken in its direct (natura) sense it cannot 
be right to take it in an indirect e sense ”,—[then our answer is as 
follows].— l 


SŪTRA (44). 


Ir 1s POSSIBLE [TO TAKE THE WORD IN ITS [INDIRECT FIGURATIVE SENSE, 
OF INDICATING THE ‘SAVANIVA’ OFFERINGS]; AS IT IS 80 
INDICATIVE IN CONNECTION WITH THE. ORIGINAL 
PRIMARY SACRIFICE ;—JUST AS IN THE CASE 
OF THE ‘ Vatrdsa’ 


Bhédsya. 


In connection with the original Primary sacrifice, Jyotistoma, we find the 
term ‘Cake’ used in its secondary sense and applied to the Fried Barley and 
similar things ; on account of its being used in close proximity (to the names 
of these things); in the case in question also, it may be taken to be similarly 
used; because here also the ‘Cakes’ are in close proximity to the term 
‘ Savaniya’. Then again, in connection with the Original Primary, the 
word is applicable by reason of the presence of indicatives; it is the same 
in connection with the ‘ Modification’ also ; just.as w o have such expression 
as ‘ Chhairino gachchhanti’, ‘ Dhvajino gachchhanti’ [where men holding the 


_ umbrella and the flag are called ‘Chhatrin’? and ‘ Dhvajin’? because of the 


presence of the umbrella and the flag which are indicative marks],—Similarly 
in the expression ‘ Ukihyo vairiipasimd thavirhshah sodashit vairijasdmd ’ 
[In the. Ukthya, the siman is the Vairupa with twenty-one stomus, and in 
the Sodashin, the séman is Vairdja’], by reason of the original indicative 
in the shape of the word ‘Sdman’, the Vairipa-prstha and the Vairdja- 
prstha are understood to be meant [by the words ‘vairupa-sdmd’ and 


‘ vairdja-sdmd’; where the terms.‘ vairupa-séma’ and ‘ vairdja-séma’ are — 


taken as indirectly. and figuratively indicating the Vairdpa-prstha and 
` Vairdja-prstha].. In the same manner, in the case in questions the Sgparya 
offerings are understood. to consist. of flesh. 


End of Pada viii of Adhydya IIL. oe 


End of Adhydya ILI. 
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Butter, fresh as Ajya—at all subsi- 
diaries of Shyéna, 696. 


Cake baked on eight pans, two slices, 
525. 

» divided for eating, 531. 
Chamasahoma, done by Adhvaryu, 655, 
Chamasa, no cleansing of, 363. 
Chamasadhvaryus, 635, 636, 637. 

Charu, cooked—offered to Soma-Indra, 
521. 
‘Chitra’, name of a Sacrifice, 130. 


Chitrinit ‘gaa other bricks, auxiliary ta. 


Fire, 604, 

Context, indication of connection with 
subsidiaries, 445. 

Cooked rice, to Soma-Indra, 523. 

Cup, two eatings out of—dedicated to 
Indra-Vayu, 544. 

Custom, authority. of, 87, 108. 


Daksayana, eto., not distinct acts, 286 
Desire for Rain, pertains to the Master, 

668, | es 
Details, peculiar to Primary—found 
` no place in subsidiary, 688, 


Dharma, defined, 4. 


» means of Knowing, 7. 


<, nob amenable to ordinary 


> i` means of Knowledge, 8. 


E a 2 -- eognisable only by means af . 


Vedic Injunctions, 8. 


Difference ` among. acts, indicated pyon 
a Repetition of same word, 225, 
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Different materials indicate different 
results, 255, 

Directions, distribution, commenda- 
tory, $95. . 

different from Directed . 


Director, 
` (Agni), 
Directing, by Adhvaryu, 682. 
‘Double. Acts’, performed — by 


Adhvaryu, ®75. 


‘Eight’, mention of—is Arthavdda, 151. 
c Hhaviikya’, 213. 
Elliptical Extension, 218. 
yee ee s where not per- 
missible, 221. : 
Embellishments of things subserve the 
Primary and also subsidiaries, 687. 

Enquiry propounded, 1. 
Expressiveness of Vedie Sentences, 42. 


‘Fetching of Branch’, pertains to both 
Milkings, 597. 

Figurative Description based on large 
numbers, 161. 


Fire-installation, not auxiliary to Pin- 


mina, S84. 

_ Fire-installation, auxiliary to all sacri- 
> flees, 586, 

-. Fire-laying, Quiet Singing at, 441, 
Fires, subserve ‘all sacrifices, 649. 
Flesh, in Savaniya Cakes only, 698. 

Fruit-mixture, a modification of: sacri- 
ficial offering, 569. 


-$ Rayatrachehhandasak,’ mantra begin- 
oning with—used at eating of Soma 
where several metres are used, 435, 
‘Gold’, wearing of, 510. 
Grahfigrat@, subsidiary. to Jyotistoma, 
270. 
Grammatical Smrtis, 112. 


Havirdhéna, not auxiliary to Sämi- 
adhéni, 627, 
. Holakadhikarana, 108, 
Horse- gift, Teti for, 515. 
»» to be performed by 
ives of Horse, 518. 


‘Implements, use restricted by connec- 7 


tion, 344, 


` Indefinite becomes definite by capacity is 


of things, 116, 


‘Indrapitasya, etc.’, mantra to bo used i 


i at all eatings, 41s. 


| 
| 


Indra should be named in mantra used 
with the Punarabhyunnita Soma, 
421. 

Thara and other deities, not named at 
eating of Patnivata Remnants, 424. 
“Tajtlátory Sacrifice pertains to Agni- 

stoma, 609. 

- Initiation and Fee pertain to Primary 

Sacrifice, 623. 


Jayā and other Homas are subsidiary, 
513. fant 

Jagkani, not separated from ney 
470, 

J yotistom, belongs to Yajurveda, “443, 


Kalpasiitra, authority not self-suffi- 
cient, 105. 
Karana-manira, recited by Hotr, $77. 
» results—accrue to sacrificer, 683, 
ss „  —acerue to Priests, 685, 
‘Keeping ` pertains to Cake, 691, 
Khadire-wood,  Ladle-—pertains — to 
Primary Sacrifice, 574. 


‘Lopping’ Mantras to he used in hat 


is expressed by them, 352: 


‘ Loudness ’ pertains. to entire Veda, 


437. 


Lying, prohibition pertains to Sabri. 


fices, 498. 


Maitrévaruna. does 
Directing, 653. 

‘< Mandrabhibhiitth.., bhaksayaimi’ is 
one Shastra, 416. 

Mantras, indicative of Indra—to be 
used in approaching Garhapatya Fire, 
387, 

Manira, use of, 74. 

Pe not injunctive, 200. 
ʻi defined, 292. 


Reciting and 


mn in two sections, to be recited — 


by both persons, 672. 


Mantra, modifications, not ‘mantra’ x 


206.. 


` Mantra, expressing an act—to be used ` 


at that act, 394, 390; 382. 


A Master’s Functions, 659, 
Measure of 17 cubits applies to post, 


366. 


. «Measuring out’, ete. apply to Soma 


miy 605. 


| 
| 
l 
| 


INDEX. 703 


Milking Vessel eee to Archetype; 
582. 

Mlechchha usage of words TA 
tive, 103. 

Mustikarana appertains to entire 
Context, 377. 


Names of sacrifices, 125. 
Nigada included under Yajus, 210. 


‘Nirmanthya’, used in etymological 


sense, 147, 
Nivira, boiled—is for being deposited, 
298. 


Nivita,. Declaration—commendatory, 


489 
Number of Nouns, no significance, 357. 


“Parusi ditam’, such  statements— 
commenclatory, 496. 

Paryagnikarana, subsidiary to I'vistra 
Patnivaia, 300. 

‘Pashu' Sacrifice distinet from ‘ Soma’ 
Sacrifice, 243. 

Pavitra, made of Paribhojaniya grass, 

' Pavamana, offered in unconsecrated 

Fire, 588, 


Placing, Washing, etc. pertain to do 


three Extractions, 599, 
Placing, Washing, ete.—to Arhshu and 
— Adabhya, 602. 
Pratipads, separated from Context, 
467, 
‘Pranabhrt’ eulogises things, 163. 
Preparatory acts, 341. 
Pravargya, prohibited at first perform- 
ance of Jyotistoma, 479. i 
Primary acts, 182, 184. 
Priests, number limited, 632. 
» major, seventeen only, 646. 
+ functions of each, 649, 
Principal Substance, details of—appli- 
cable to Substitute, 606. 


Principal Substance, details of—pres- f 


eribed Substitute, 608.. 
_*Prokęaņī’; use in etymological sense, 
145. 


Properties like EAS ikid, 346. a | 
cot Pigans Share’, to be ground only at s Ae: 


Eetypal sacrifices, 481. 


* Piiean’s Share’, only when. Charu is 


used, 182, oe : 
‘ Piigan's Share’, only whee offerit f 
to Pūsan alone, 484. 


‘ Quartering’ appertains to Agnéya 
Cake only, 379. 


Rk, defined, 207. 

: Rivik® (Priest), names not applied to 
all men engaged in Sacrifices, 642. 
‘Red turban’, etc. pertains to all 

Priests, 667. 
Remnants, Soma—to be eaten without 
mantras, 431, 433. 


Remnant-offering, out of first remnant, 
530. 


' Remnant, to Svisiakrt out of ghee, 533. 


j none—at Sdadkamprasthayya, 

540. 

Remnant-offering, none—at Sautra- 
mani, 541, 

Remnant, only one at Sarvaprstha, 
543. 

Remnants, eating essential in the case 
of Soma, 545. 


Remnant, of Soma—to be eaten by. 


Cup-bearing priests, 547. 


Remnant, of Soma, to be eaten by | 


Udgitr priest, 549. 


Remnant, of Soma—to be eaten by ` 


Gravastut priest, 553, 
Remnant, of Soma—to be eaten by 
pronouncer of ‘ Varat’, 556. 
Remnant, of Soma--to be eaten by 
Soma-extractor, 557. 
Renmant, of Soma—to be eaten out of 
Cup belonging tu another, 558. 
Remnant, of Soma—to be eaten first 
by Hotr, 560. 


Remnant, of Soma—to be eaten on — 


invitation, 562. 
Remnant, of Soma—request to. eat 


—permission for—made by means of .~ 


Vedie words, 563. 


Remnant, of Soma—answer to request - 
also—made by means of Vedic words, 


BEA 


- Remnant, of Soma—request necessary 
. for men ane out of Soma ee 


~ 665. 


Remnant, of Soma—to he eaten by ; 


* Sacrificer, 566. 


~~ Remnant, of Soma—to be eaten. Dy 
Riahmana, at Kettiya Sacrifipo, 
: : pz i 
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Sacrificer, embellishments of—pertains 
to Primary Sacrifice, 618. 
Sacrificer, the seventeenth ‘ Priest’, 648. 


a learned—alone to recite, 673.. 


Sacrificial Details, to be performed 
through Agents, 630. 
Sacrifices, names, 125. 
Sacrifices with distinct deities and 
materials are distinct, 290. 
Saumika, ete. pertain to Primary and 
“subsidiaries, 620. 
Saman, defined, 208. 
` Samidhani,. number 17—pertains to 
Ecty pes, 580. 
Savaniya cakes—only of flesh, 693. 
Secondary act defined, 184. . 
Services, purchasing of—the Master’s 
funetion, 659, 
Shytna and Vajapeya, performed by’ 
several priests, 657, 
Shyina, subsidiaries of—fresh Butter 
at, 696. i 
ie Silence subserves Primary only, 692. 
i Soma’ Sacrifice distinct from ‘ Pashu ° 
Sacrifice, 243. 
- * Soma’, Vendor—distinet from Priests, 
641. 
` Saubhara leads to same result as 
Nidhana, 266, 
_ Shakhas, act mentioned in several — 
is the same, 320. 
Shamitr, not distinct from major 
: > Priests; 633. 
Shasira, primary, 190. 
Shruti, higher than Smrti, 92. 
‘ Shy2na’, name of a sacrifice, 136. 
Slab- cementing at Ketypes. of Agni- 
stoma, ‘473. 
Smrti, authority of, 8T; — 
» prompted by worldly motives, 
not authoritative, 96. 
Smrti, grammatical, 112. 


Sviscakrt, offerings out of all remnants, — 


528, 


Svietakrt, offerings out of all ghee, 533. 


Stuti, 190. 


Siktavika, used in Prastarapraharana, i 


396. 


Suktaviike Mantras, used scconding to ` 


i their meaning, 400. 
. Syne Split, Principle of, 216. 
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Syntactical unit, Principle of, 213. 
Subsidiaries, connection . of—indicated 
by Context, 445. 


. Subsidiaries, connection of—indicated 


- by Order, 447. 
Subsidiaries, connection of—indicated 
by Name, 448. 


- Subsidiaries, six means of determining, 


449, 


Tadvyapadéshanyaya, 136. 

Tatprakhyanyaya, 133. 

Texts dealing with the act is more 
authoritative than those dealing with 
“accessories, 97. 

‘Thirty’ should not be mentioned at 
_ eating of Remnants, 428. 


4 Threatening’ and such acts pertain 


to Man in general, 506. 


`< Touching’ pertains to Primary and 


Subsidiaries, 621. 

Touching of Calf, a Peepiratgry act, 
295. 

Triplication of Rope pertains to all 
animals, 600. 

‘Twelve’ pertains to Ahina Saori- 
fices, 465, 

Tvastra Péinivata has P aryagikarana 
for its subsidiary, 300. 

Tvastra, not named at eating of Patni- 

gata Remnants, 426, 


Upaga, not distinct from major Priests, 
640. 

Upavitz, part of 
Piirnamasa, 370. 
Upakarana, in connection with Agni- 

eomiya animal, 590, 
Upam shuyaja, a distinct sacrifice, 234. 


‘Farhi’ denotes common thing, 145. 

Varhi, details pertain to Darsha- 
Piirnaméasa, 515. 

‘ Vakyashtea’, subtle doubts, 165, 

Vaikankata appertains to all sacrifices, 
373. 

‘ Vaishvadéva’ is a name, 148. 

Varana and Vaikankata appertain to 


entire Darsha- 


all sacrifices, 373.. ae ; 
--Vāravantija, eto.—-distinct acts, 260, 


Vartraghni, subsidiary to Ajyabhigas, 
375. 


Vidhrti, to ‘be made of Paribhojoniya 


grass, 690. 


INDEX. n | . 705 


Varuni, Isti—by giver of Horse, 518. 

‘ Vajapéya’, name of a sacrifice, 138. 

‘ Vakyubhéda’, 216, 

Vajapeya and. Shyéna, performed. by 
several Priests, 657. 

Veda, not the work of any person, 48. 

Vedic sentences expressive, 42. 

Vomitting, offerings on, 521, 523. 


Washing, not a primary act, 183. 

Woman in courses, conversation with— 
prohibited, 508. 

Words denote classes, 118. 

' Words, eternality of, 32. 

„ to be understood in the sense 

assigned in Scriptures, 100. 


Words, Mlechchha usage—also authori- 
tative, 103. 


‘Words used in the Veda same as in 


common parlance, 116. 
Words like ‘Varhi’ denote common 
things, 143. 


‘t Yajamana’, figurative use in eulogy 
of grass bundle, 155. 

Yajue, defined, 209. 

Yajue include Nigada, 210. 

Yojyanuvakyas-Kamyi—use of, 404. 

Yawning, details pertain to Context, 
502. = 

» Ydpa’ eulogises the sacrificer, 159. 


